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M2-35 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

M2-36 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion or (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8, 

M2 - Response to Comments received from John Maclin during the Special Meeting of Glendale 
Water & Power, held on October 19, 2017 

M2-37 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

M2-38 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

M2 - Response to Comments received from Grant Michaels during the Special Meeting of 
Glendale Water & Power, held on October 19, 2017 

M2-39 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 7.  

M2 - Response to Comments received from Pia Harris during the Special Meeting of Glendale 
Water & Power, held on October 19, 2017 

M2-40 Please refer to Topical Response No. 11.  

9.1.3 Responses to Comments 

9.1.3.1 1 through 99 

L1 – Response to Comments from Eugene Wilson, dated September 18, 2017 

L1-1 The Draft EIR was available for public review from September 18, 2017 through 
November 20, 2017, and continues to remain available, on the City of Glendale 
Community Development’s website at: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental, the Project website: 
http://graysonrepowering.com/#draft-eir, and at the Glendale Central Library 
located at 222 E. Harvard Street, Glendale California 90215. Copies of the Draft 
EIR were also available at the Community Development Department of the City 
of Glendale, 633 East Broadway, Room 103, Glendale, California 91026-4386. 

L2 – Response to Comments from Michael Bridges, dated October 01, 2017 

L2-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  
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L2-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 and 9. 

L2-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L2-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L2-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L2-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L2-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5 and 9 

L2-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L3 – Response to Comments from Maureen Cassidy, dated October 02, 2017 

L3-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L3-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5. 

L3-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 4 
and 5.  

L3-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response Nos. 5 and 8. 

L4 – Response to Comments from Kaitlin Funaro, dated October 03, 2017 

L4-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L4-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

L4-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63. 

L4-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 6, 13, and 14.  

L4-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L4-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L5 – Response to Comments from Kurt Sawiskas, dated October 03, 2017 

L5-1 The No Project Alternative analyzes the impacts associated with allowing the 
existing equipment to run to failure. Future redevelopment of the site is 
speculative and would be subject to separate project-specific environmental 
review. The City agrees with the commenter that the Project is important and 
doing nothing is not an option. 

L6 – Response to Comments from Lilly Thomassian, dated October 03, 2017 

L6-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  
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L7 – Response to Comments from Harvey Slater of the Historic Highland Park Neighborhood 
Council, dated October 05, 2017 

L7-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 6. 

L7-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L7-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L7-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L7-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L7-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L7-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L7-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3, 5, and 8.  

L7-9 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L7-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 14.  

L7-11 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 8.  

L8 – Response to Comments from Sari Sherwood, dated October 06, 2017 

L8-1  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L8-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L8-3 Please refer to Section 4.3 (Air Quality) and 4.6 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) 
of the Draft EIR and to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L8-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L8-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 14, and 15. 

L9 – Response to Comments from John Arvizu, dated October 08, 2017 

L9-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L9-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L9-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L9-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L9-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L10 – Response to Comments from Debi Bradshaw, dated October 09, 2017 

L10-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L10-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L10-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8.  

L11 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Vitanza, dated October 09, 2017 

L11-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 14, and 15. 

L11-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 6.  
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L11-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L11-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L11-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 and 8. 

L11-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 and Section 4.6 (Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials) of the Draft EIR. 

L11-7 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L977-9 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L11-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L11-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, and 10.  

L11-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7.  

L11-11 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.  

L11-12 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L11-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L12 – Response to Comments from John Ballon, dated October 10, 2017 

L12-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L12-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L12-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 9.  

L12-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8.  

L12-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1.  

L12-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L13 – Response to Comments from Gayle Totton, dated October 10, 2017 

L13-1 Potential impacts to Cultural Resources were determined to be less than 
significant through Initial Study (Appendix A on the Draft EIR) and did not require 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

L13-2 The analysis of potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources included in Section 
4.10 of the Draft EIR concluded no mitigation measures are necessary because 
there would be no impact. 

L13-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L781 -9. 

L13-4 The City complied with the requirements of AB 52 in preparation of the Draft EIR. 
Please refer to Chapter 4.10 of the Draft EIR and Appendix A of the Final EIR. 

L13-5 This comment states relevant statutory requirements for analysis of tribal cultural 
resources, which are acknowledged.  

L14 – Response to Comments from Michael Reed, dated October 11, 2017 

L14-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9. 

L14-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 3.  

L14-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 298-63 and L968-3 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 9.  

L14-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8.  

L14-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 6.  

L15 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Vitanza, dated October 13, 2017 

L15-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  
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L15-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 13.  

L16 – Response to Comments from Garrett Pominville, dated October 15, 2017 

L16-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L16-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9.  

L17 – Response to Comments from Jamie Gambell, dated October 15, 2017 

L17-1 The Grayson Power Plant is not coal-powered, and the Project does not propose 
use of coal power. The use of alternative fuel technologies including coal, 
nuclear, and oil would not meet the environmental stewardship objective of the 
Project and were therefore eliminated from consideration because they do not 
meet the Project objectives. For more information please refer to Section 5.3.3 of 
the Draft EIR.  

L17-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 7. 

L17-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L18 – Response to Comments from Kathy Baur, dated October 15, 2017 

L18-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L19 – Response to Comments from Helena Min, dated October 16, 2017 

L19-1 The Grayson Repowering Project is at the same location as the existing Grayson 
Power Plant. In addition, this comment states that the Project is going forward 
without an EIR. This is incorrect. An EIR has been prepared for the Project. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 11.  

L19-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L19-1 and Topical Response No. 8.  

L19-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L19-1 and Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EIR. 
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L19-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L19-1. 

L20 – Response to Comments from Julia Figueira-McDonough, dated October 16, 2017 

L20-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Chapter 4.9 of the Draft EIR. 

L20-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L20-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L21 – Response to Comments from Peter McDonough, dated October 16, 2017 

L21-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Chapter 4.9 of the Draft EIR. 

L21-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L21-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L22 – Response to Comments from Tiffany Matula, dated October 16, 2017 

L22-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L22-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 6, 7, and 8.  

L22-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L23 – Response to Comments from Karen Kwak, dated October 17, 2017 

L23-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L23-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L23-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L23-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
5, and 15.  

L24 – Response to Comments from Andy Sipes, dated October 18, 2017 

L24-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L24-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L24-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L24-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L25 – Response to Comments from James St. Aubin, dated October 18, 2017 

L25-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L25-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7.  

L25-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 7.  

L25-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 9. 

L25-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 9. 

L25-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L25-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L26 – Response to Comments from Krissy Harb, dated October 18, 2017 

L26-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L26-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 14.  

L26-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1.  

L26-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, and 7.  

L26-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L27 – Response to Comments from Ron Miller of Los Angeles/Orange Counties Building and 
Construction Trades Council, dated October 18, 2017 

L27-1 This is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the Project. The 
comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L27-2 This is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the Project. The 
comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L27-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.  

L27-4 This is a general statement expressing the commenter’s support of the Project. The 
comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L28 – Response to Comments from Gerry Rankin, dated October 19, 2017 

L28-1 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
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Topical Response No. 11 for additional information concerning the relationship of 
the Grayson Repowering Project to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.   

L28-2 The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience. It appears that the 
gentleman to whom you placed your enquiry was misinformed. The Grayson 
Repowering Project Draft EIR was available for public review from September 18, 
2017 through November 20, 2017, and continues to remain available, on the City 
of Glendale Community Development’s website at: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental, the project website: 
http://graysonrepowering.com/#draft-eir, and at the Glendale Central Library 
located at 222 E. Harvard Street, Glendale California 90215. Copies of the Draft 
EIR are also available at the Community Development Department of the City of 
Glendale, 633 East Broadway, Room 103, Glendale, California 91026-4386.  

L28-3 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11 for additional information concerning the relationship of 
the Grayson Repowering Project to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. 
The mitigated negative declaration prepared for the proposed Biogas Project 
can be found at the following website:  
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/#mitigated-negative-declaration . 

L28-4 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the 
Green Waste Digester Project. A Cumulative Impact Analysis considering these 
projects with the Grayson Repowering Project is included as Section 4.11 of the 
Draft EIR. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 11 and Response to Comment 
No. L28-3, for additional information concerning the relationship of the Grayson 
Repowering Project to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project.   

L28-5 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11 and Response to Comment No. L28-3 for additional 
information concerning the relationship of the Grayson Repowering Project to the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project.  

L28-6 The Scholl Canyon Landfill gas pipeline is currently permitted and meets 
regulatory requirements. The pipeline and its proposed decommissioning is not 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.157 

 

part of this Project.  The commenter is referred to the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 11, and Response to Comment No. L28-3 for more information 
about the Biogas Project and link to the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Biogas Project.The City does not believe the pipeline is defective nor too 
dangerous to operate.  he City believes the turbine the commenter is referring to 
Unit 9 at Grayson.  Unit 9 as the turbine that can continue to remain in use. The 
Project does not propose to discontinue use of Unit 9. Unit 9 will remain in service, 
which would continue to operate during construction and operation of the 
Project; however, Unit 9, alone is not sufficient to provide the load for the entire 
City of Glendale.  Unit 9 does not burn landfill gas, thus whether or not Unit 9 or 
any units at Grayson continued to operate or not will not have any impact on 
whether the City undertakes a biogas project at Scholl Canyon to capture and 
combust landfill gas. 

L28-7 The City provided public notice of the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA 
requirements. The DRAFT Environmental Impact Report, Grayson Repowering 
Project prepared for City of Glendale Water and Power by Stantec Consulting 
Services Inc., is available in hard copy at the Glendale Central Library Glendale 
History Room Reference (333.7932 DRA).  Please refer to the following link:  
https://glendale.iii.com/iii/encore/search/C__SGrayson%20Power%20Plant%20Dra
ft%20EIR__Orightresult__U?lang=eng&suite=glendale.  

L28-8 The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience, and assures you that a 
hard copy of the Draft EIR for the Grayson Repowering Project was placed at the 
Central Library.  Please refer to Response L28-7 above.  

L28-9 The commenter states an opinion that three other projects are tied to the Biogas 
Project at Scholl Canyon.  The Biogas Project has independent utility from Scholl 
Canyon Landfill, Grayson Repowering Project and from a possible future 
anaerobic digestion project.  Please Refer to Topical Response No. 11. A 
Cumulative Impact Analysis considering the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project, the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, and the Green Waste 
Digester Project with the Grayson Repowering Project is included as Section 4.11 
of the Draft EIR.  See also Response L28-2 above. 

L28-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. Please also see Topical 
Response No. 11 and Response L28-3 above. 

L28-11 The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience. It appears that the 
gentleman to whom you placed your enquiry did not possess the information you 
were looking for. This comment concerns the Green Waste Digester Project and 
does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
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Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L28-12 This comment concerns the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L28-13 This comment concerns the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L28-14 This comment concerns the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L28-15 The City of Glendale apologizes for any inconvenience. This comment does not 
identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Grayson 
Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 11 for information concerning the relationship of the Grayson 
Repowering Project to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. The Grayson 
Repowering Project is independent of any proposal to expand the landfill or to 
utilize anaerobic digestion technology at Scholl Canyon. Whether or not those 
projects proceed, the Project is needed to reliably provide Glendale with 
electricity. 

L28-16 This comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L28-17 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L29 – Response to Comments from Grey James, dated October 19, 2017 

L29-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L30 – Response to Comments from Jen O’Connor, dated October 19, 2017 

L30-1 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L30-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L30-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8.  

L31 – Response to Comments from Jim Reichgelt, dated October 19, 2017 

L31-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L31-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L31-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-8. 
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L32 – Response to Comments from Liz Amsden, dated October 19, 2017 

L32-1 Thank you for your transmittal of Comment Letter No. 7 from Harvey Slater of the 
Historic Highland Park Neighborhood Council, dated October 05, 2017. Please 
refer to Response to Comment No. L7. 

L33 – Response to Comments from Teresa Cusumano, dated October 19, 2017 

L33-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 4. 

L33-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L33-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5 and 7.  

L34 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 20, 2017 

L34-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 and 11.  

L34-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 11.  

L34-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 11.  

L34-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, 9, and 11.  

L34-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, and 11.  

L34-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, 9, and 11.  

L35 – Response to Comments from Jenny Hoffman, dated October 20, 2017 

L35-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L35-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  
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L35-3 This comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11.  

L35-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

 L36 – Response to Comments from Karen Hare Neilsson, dated October 20, 2017 

L36-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L36-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L36-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L37 – Response to Comments from Michele DiNardo, dated October 20, 2017 

L37-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L37-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L37-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L38 – Response to Comments from Nik Hoffman, dated October 20, 2017 

L38-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L38-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L38-3 This comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. 
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The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11. 

L38-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L39 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 21, 2017 

L39-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L1133-26. 

L39-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 and 4. 

L39-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4 and 5.  

L39-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 11.  

L40 – Response to Comments from Monica Campagna, dated October 21, 2017 

L40-1 As per your request, this comment letter will replace your earlier submittal. 

L40-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L40-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos.1, 5, 7, 8 and 9.  

L40-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L40-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 and 15.  

L40-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, and 10.  

L40-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8.  

L40-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L40-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5.  

L40-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5 and 8.  

L40-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response No. 3.  

L40-12 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L40-13 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response No. 3. 

L40-14 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L40-15 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L40-16 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L40-17 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L41 – Response to Comments from James St. Aubin, dated October 22, 2017 

L41-1 As per your request, this comment is included in the Final EIR for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please 
refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L42 – Response to Comments from Joanna Hess, dated October 22, 2017 

L42-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L42-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L42-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (Frist Set of Emails).  

L43 – Response to Comments from Alan Lin, dated October 23, 2017 

L43-1 This letter serves to confirm that hard copy comments on the Draft EIR were sent 
from the California Department of Transportation to the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit.  

L44 – Response to Comments from Miya Edmonson, dated October 23, 2017 

L44-1 This comment provides a short summary of the Project. 

L44-2 This comment states the mission of Caltrans and serves to inform that Senate Bill 
743 (2013) mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of 
development be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary 
metric in identifying transportation impacts for all future development projects.  

L44-3 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L44-4 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L44-5 This comment indicates that transportation of heavy construction equipment 
and/ or materials that require the use of oversized-transport vehicles on state 
highways will require a transportation permit and is acknowledged. 

L44-6 This comment states that discharge of stormwater run-off onto state highways is 
not permitted without a stormwater management plan. 
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L45 – Response to Comments from Jan Sandgren, dated October 23, 2017 

L45-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L45-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L45-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L45-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L46 – Response to Comments from Jill Hilts, dated October 23, 2017 

L46-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L47 – Response to Comments from Noah Mercer, dated October 23, 2017 

L47-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L47-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L47-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 2, and 5.  

L47-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 5.  

L47-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 9.  

L47-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

L47-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Responses Nos. 3, 5, 8, and 9. 

L48 – Response to Comments from Candy Kuehl Van Winkle, dated October 24, 2017 

L48-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L48-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L48-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L49 – Response to Comments from Elise Flashman, dated October 24, 2017 

L49-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L49-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15. 

L49-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9.  

L49-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L49-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L49-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L49-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).    
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L50 – Response to Comments from Francesca Smith, dated October 24, 2017 

L50-1 The Architectural Resource Evaluation of the Grayson Power Plant for City of 
Glendale, California is included as Appendix A to the Initial Study. The Initial Study 
is available on the project website: http://graysonrepowering.com/#initial-study.  

L50-2 The Architectural Resource Evaluation of the Grayson Power Plant for City of 
Glendale, California is included as Appendix A to the Initial Study. The Initial Study 
is available on the project website: http://graysonrepowering.com/#initial-study. 

L51 – Response to Comments from Kristine Kimmel, dated October 24, 2017 

L51-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L51-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L51-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L51-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L51-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L51-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L51-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).    

L52 – Response to Comments from Valerie Hurt, dated October 24, 2017 

L52-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L52-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 14, and 15.  

L52-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No.  9.  

L52-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L52-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  
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L52-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L53 – Response to Comments from Amelia Bernays Pitti, dated October 25, 2017 

L53-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L53-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (Frist Set of Emails).  

L54 – Response to Comments from Carole Nation, dated October 25, 2017 

L54-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L54-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5.  

L54-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L55 – Response to Comments from Claire Lere, dated October 25, 2017 

L55-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L55-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L55-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5 and 9. 

L55-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  
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L55-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L56 – Response to Comments from Devlyn Gorby, dated October 25, 2017 

L56-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L56-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L56-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L57 – Response to Comments from Jennifer G., dated October 25, 2017 

L57-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L57-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L57-3 While providing reliable local generation, the Project would also facilitate the 
City’s import of renewable energy over existing transmission to assist in procuring 
50 percent of its electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030 
pursuant with Senate Bill 350. The Project would remain economically viable even 
were Senate Bill 100 passed, which would require 100 percent carbon-free 
electricity by 2045. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 8.  

L57-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L57-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5.  

L57-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  
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L57-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 5. 

L57-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10.  

L57-9 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.  

L57-10 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L57-11 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L57-12 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L57-13 This is a general statement (and artwork) expressing the commenter’s opinion of 
(or preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L58 – Response to Comments from Jessica Cramer, dated October 25, 2017 

L58-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L58-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L59 – Response to Comments from Joanne Hedge, dated October 25, 2017 

L59-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9.  

L59-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 4 and 5. 

L59-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L59-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L60 – Response to Comments from Marta Figueredo, dated October 25, 2017 

L60-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L60-2 While providing reliable local generation, the Project would also facilitate the 
City’s import of renewable energy over existing transmission to assist in procuring 
50 percent of its electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030 
pursuant with Senate Bill 350. Please also refer to Topical Response No.2, 3 and 5.  

L60-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9.  

L60-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
and 5.   

L60-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L61 – Response to Comments from Neil and Bonnie Hays, dated October 25, 2017 

L61-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L61-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 
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L61-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 
and 8.  

L61-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L62 – Response to Comments from Patrice Evans-Atiee, dated October 25, 2017 

L62-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L62-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8.  

L63 – Response to Comments from Scott Peer, dated October 25, 2017 

L63-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L63-2 Modernizing the 40- to 70-year old units with cleaner-burning, up-to-date, energy-
efficient technology is essential in order for Glendale to reliably meet the energy 
needs of its businesses and residents, both in the near-term and the long-term.  
The existing power plant is well beyond its useful life and not expected to remain 
in service (except for Unit 9) beyond 2022.  The repowered Grayson Power Plant is 
part of an integrated plan to move Glendale towards a 100% clean energy 
future.  The existing units that will be replaced lack the ability to integrate, 
balance, and firm and shape intermittent and renewable energy and are too 
slow to be able to be dispatched in a real-time energy market. Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 5. 

L63-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5 and 7.  

L63-4 Two City council members asked the City Attorney’s office to analyze whether 
their ownership of stock in General Electric disqualified them from voting on the 
Project. The City Attorney’s office consulted with the State Fair Political Practices 
Commission. The Commission issued an advice letter concluding that the Council 
members do not have a conflict of interest that would prevent them from voting 
on the Project under Government Code Section 1090, et seq. 

L63-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 
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L64 – Response to Comments from Sven Neumann, dated October 25, 2017 

L64-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L64-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L64-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L64-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L64-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L64-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L64-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).    

L65 – Response to Comments from Valeria Leininger, dated October 25, 2017 

L65-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L65-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7, and 8. 

L66 – Response to Comments from William Martin, dated October 25, 2017 

L66-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L66-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L67 – Response to Comments from Alison Budow, dated October 26, 2017 

L67-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1. 

L67-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L67-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5. 

L68 – Response to Comments from Arek Harmandayan, dated October 26, 2017 

L68-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L68-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5 and 7.  

L68-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L69 – Response to Comments from Candice Shin, Ezzy Keen, Ethan Shin, and Ronin Keen, dated 
October 26, 2017 

L69-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L69-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L69-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L69-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  
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L69-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L69-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L69-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L70 – Response to Comments from Cheryl Pakidis, dated October 26, 2017 

L70-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L70-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L70-3 Please refer to Topical Response No.1, 5, 7, and 9.  

L70-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L71 – Response to Comments from Christian A. Torres, dated October 26, 2017 

L71-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L71-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L71-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L72 – Response to Comments from Diana Mathieu, dated October 26, 2017 

L72-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L72-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 8 and 9. 

L72-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8.  
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L72-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.  

L72-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L72-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7, 8 and 9. 

L72-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L73 – Response to Comments from Jane Potelle, dated October 26, 2017 

L73-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L73-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L73-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L74 – Response to Comments from Jeffrey Maroun, dated October 26, 2017 

L74-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 15. 

L74-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 
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L74-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3.  

L74-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L74-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5 and 9.  

L74-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L74-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L74-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L75 – Response to Comments from John Queen, dated October 26, 2017 

L75-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L75-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9.  

L75-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L76 – Response to Comments from Maria Elena, dated October 26, 2017 

L76-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L76-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 15. With respect to traffic 
impacts of the Project, please refer to Chapter 4.9 of the Draft EIR. 

L76-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 6. 

L76-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L77 – Response to Comments from Michael Yank, dated October 26, 2017 

L77-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L77-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L77-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L77-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L78 – Response to Comments from Nancy Kubota, dated October 26, 2017 

L78-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L78-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L78-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer also to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L78-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L79 – Response to Comments from Nate Larosa, dated October 26, 2017 

L79-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L79-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8.  

L79-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L80 – Response to Comments from Roberta Medford, dated October 26, 2017 

L80-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L80-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L80-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6.  

L81 – Response to Comments from Sally Schnitger, dated October 26, 2017 

L81-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L81-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, and 3. 

L81-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No.  L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 
2, and 3. 

L81-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 4 
and 5.  

L81-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, 8, 9, and 13.  

L81-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L82 – Response to Comments from Victor Parra, dated October 26, 2017 

L82-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L82-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7. 

L82-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7 

L82-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L83 – Response to Comments from Anonymous, dated October 27, 2017 

L83-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L84 – Response to Comments from Anonymous, dated October 27, 2017 

L84-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. 

L84-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 5. 

L84-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L84-4 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 4, 
5, and 6. 

L85 – Response to Comments from Albert Gabri, dated October 27, 2017 

L85-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L85-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L977-9 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3, 8, and 9.  
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L85-3 The City believes the commenter is referring to the San Fernando Valley Area 2 
EPA Superfund site (also referred to as: Crystal Spring Site, Glendale North and 
South Operable Units, Glendale Operable Unit, and/or San Fernando Valley Basin 
Crystal Springs Area); which is a 6,880-acre area of contaminated groundwater 
within the City of Glendale. Of the multiple potentially responsible parties, the City 
is not listed or involved with the Superfund project. The demolition and 
construction of the Grayson Repowering Project is not subject to funding or 
requirements of Superfund. 

Based on the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Stantec at 
the Grayson Power Plant site in 2016, volatile organic compounds and petroleum 
hydrocarbons were detected in groundwater samples collected. The Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment is included as Appendix E.2 of the Draft EIR. 
Subsurface excavations during Project demolition and construction would be 
conducted above the depth of groundwater. The Project does not include any 
component that would involve groundwater extraction or handling that could 
result in environmental impacts. Potential environmental impacts from 
encountering impacted soils are discussed in Section 4.6 and Appendices E.1, E.2, 
and E.4 in the Draft EIR. 

L85-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L86 – Response to Comments from Amanda Lasher, dated October 27, 2017 

L86-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L86-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L86-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L86-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L86-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5.  

L86-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L87 – Response to Comments from Angela Jay, dated October 27, 2017 

L87-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L87-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L87-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response No. 3.  

L87-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L87-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L88 – Response to Comments from David Chambers, dated October 27, 2017 

L88-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L88-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L88-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3 and 6.  

L88-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 15.  

L88-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L89 – Response to Comments from David Eisenberg, dated October 27, 2017 

L89-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. 

L89-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 5. 

L89-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L89-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 6. 
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L89-5 Appendix G.2 of the Draft EIR demonstrates that the worst-case release of 
ammonia, regardless of wind direction, would not have an impact on Griffith 
Park. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L89-6 The Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) determined that the Project would 
have no impact on recreation. The Project is limited to repowering the existing 
Grayson Power Plant at its existing location and does not include a component 
that would decrease access to the Los Angeles River, Verdugo Arroyo, or nearby 
trails. The project is limited to repowering the existing Grayson Power Plant within 
the existing power plant boundary in an industrial zoned parcel. The Project 
would not result in extending the boundary or perimeter of the existing power 
plant site nor does it involve the construction of new off-site infrastructure such as 
transmission lines or pipelines. The Project would therefore not impede 
recreational uses or access to the trail and planned wetlands. 

L90 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Gist, dated October 27, 2017 

L90-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L90-2 The Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) determined that the Project would 
have no impact on recreation. The Project is limited to repowering the existing 
Grayson Power Plant at its existing location and does not include a component 
that would decrease access to the Los Angeles River, Verdugo Arroyo, or nearby 
trails. The project is limited to repowering the existing Grayson Power Plant within 
the existing power plant boundary in an industrial zoned parcel. The Project 
would not result in extending the boundary or perimeter of the existing power 
plant site nor does it involve the construction of new off-site infrastructure such as 
transmission lines or pipelines. The Project would therefore not impede 
recreational uses or access to the trail and planned wetlands.  

Potential water quality impacts of the Project, which were determined to be less 
than significant, are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR. The Project would 
use recycled water from existing connections with the City’s recycled water 
system for all process and cooling water requirements. Recycled water would be 
delivered from the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant to the 
Grayson Power Plant through an existing pipeline. Not all the recycled water 
delivered to the Project would be consumed by operational processes and a 
portion of the water would be returned directly to the reclamation plant via the 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.184 

 

sewer system for treatment. There would be no discharge of process and cooling 
waters from the power plant site to the Los Angeles River or Verdugo Wash. 

Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR also analyzes the Project’s potential water quality 
impact associated with introducing pollutants into stormwater that then flow into 
the Verdugo Wash and/or Los Angeles River. The Project would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System program and Chapter 13.29 (Stormwater and Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Control and Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan) of 
the Glendale Municipal Code. This includes a requirement to prepare and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that incorporate best 
management practices that control pollutant discharges. 

Project design includes drainage and stormwater retention/treatment facilities 
that would meet all applicable effluent discharge standards set by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board before discharging to the Verdugo Wash and the 
Los Angeles River through the existing stormwater outfalls. The stormwater 
capture, treatment and infiltration system would result in improved drainage 
conditions and stormwater runoff quality compared to existing site conditions. 
Based on the improvements to the facility’s stormwater management systems as 
part of the Project, impacts related to water quality and stormwater discharge 
were determined to be less than significant. These improvements could result in a 
beneficial impact to water quality in the Los Angeles River and Verdugo Wash. 
The Initial Study included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR correspondingly 
determined there would be no impact to sensitive wildlife in the Los Angeles River 
and Verdugo Wash from the Project.  

For information concerning air quality please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L90-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L91 – Response to Comments from Irene Baldwin, dated October 27, 2017 

L91-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L91-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L92 – Response to Comments from Jessica Craven, dated October 27, 2017 
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L92-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L92-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L92-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L92-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L92-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L92-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L92-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L93 – Response to Comments from Joe Faulstich, dated October 27, 2017 

L93-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L93-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8.  

L93-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L94 – Response to Comments from Joemy Wilson, dated October 27, 2017 

L94-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L94-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 6.  

L94-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L94-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L95 – Response to Comments from Jon Harvey, dated October 27, 2017 

L95-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L95-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
5, and 6.  

L95-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L96 – Response to Comments from Kirsten Kawamura, dated October 27, 2017 

L96-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L96-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L96-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L96-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L97 – Response to Comments from Lisa Yu, dated October 27, 2017 

L97-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L97-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 9 and 11.  

L97-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L98 – Response to Comments from Matt Zunich, dated October 27, 2017 

L98-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 8 and 9. 

L98-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5.  

L99 – Response to Comments from Mike Wodkowski, dated October 27, 2017 

L99-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L99-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L99-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L99-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L99-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L99-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L99-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

9.1.3.2 100 through 199 

L100 – Response to Comments from Nancy Bernatowicz-Ahn, dated October 27, 2017 

L100-1 The comment asks if the Project was on the ballot. The Project has not yet been 
approved. The City Council will hold a public hearing to consider whether to 
certify this Final EIR and whether to approving or reject the Project and/or any 
Project alternative. Project approval does not require a ballot measure. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the City Council’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Members of the 
public may attend the City Council hearing and provide verbal comments to the 
City Council to consider in their deliberations. 

L100-2 The comment expresses concern related to previously being unaware of the 
Project and asks whether notices were mailed out. The City’s noticing of the Draft 
EIRhas exceeded those required by CEQA and included but was not limited to 
the following: 
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Public Notification 

• Notices were posted on the Project website and in the Glendale Reporter.The 
Draft EIR was available for public review from September 18, 2017 through 
November 20, 2017, and continues to remain available, on the City of 
Glendale Community Development’s website at: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/environmental, the project website: 
http://graysonrepowering.com/#draft-eir, and at the Glendale Central 
Library located at 222 E. Harvard Street, Glendale California 90215. Copies of 
the Draft EIR are also available at the Community Development Department 
of the City of Glendale, 633 East Broadway, Room 103, Glendale, California 
91026-4386. 

• The City conduced two public meetings during the Draft EIR comment period 
to allow members of the public to provide oral testimony and comments on 
the Draft EIR. 

 Agency Notification 

• Issuance/mailing of Initial Study and Notice of Preparation of an EIR to State 
Clearinghouse, Responsible and Trustee Agencies, County Clerk, and other 
stakeholders who requested notice. Notice included time and location for 
two public scoping meetings held to solicit public input on the scope of the 
EIR. The requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 were met. 

• Issuance/mailing of Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability of Draft EIR to 
State Clearinghouse, Responsible and Trustee Agencies, County Clerk, and 
other stakeholders who requested notice. The requirements of CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15085 and 15087 were met. 

L100-3 This comment is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion related to 
Project decision makers and communication that does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L100-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L100-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L100-2. 

L100-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 
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L101 – Response to Comments from Paul Berolzheimer, dated October 27, 2017 

L101-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L101-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5 and 9. 

L101-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4 and 5. 

L101-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L101-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response Nos. 8 
and 9. 

L101-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L102 – Response to Comments from Rachel N, dated October 27, 2017 

L102-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L102-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 

L102-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

L102-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L102-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L103 – Response to Comments from Roberta Medford, dated October 27, 2017 

L103-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 
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L103-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L 298-63 and L977-9 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L103-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L103-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 6. 

L103-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L104 – Response to Comments from Rosine Der-Tavitian, dated October 27, 2017 

L104-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L104-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L104-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L105 – Response to Comments from Sandy Einwechter, dated October 27, 2017 

L105-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L105-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L106 – Response to Comments from Susana Reyes, dated October 27, 2017 

L106-1 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-65 and L977-9Topical Response 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8. 

L106-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 5. 

L106-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.191 

 

L106-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 
and 6. 

L107 – Response to Comments from Taline Merdkhanian, dated October 27, 2017 

L107-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L107-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L107-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L108 – Response to Comments from Tiffany Henschel, dated October 27, 2017 

L108-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L108-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8 and 9. 

L108-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5 and 8. 

L108-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L109 – Response to Comments from William Jay, dated October 27, 2017 

L109-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L109-2  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 
8 and 9. 

L109-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L110 – Response to Comments from Erin Powell, dated October 27, 2017 

L110-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L110-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8. 

L110-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L111 – Response to Comments from Adam Gerzoff, dated October 28, 2017 

L111-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L111-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 8. 

L111-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 8. 

L111-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L112 – Response to Comments from Alexandra Aristy, dated October 28, 2017 

L112-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L112-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. 

L112-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 4 
and 5.  

L112-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L112-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L112-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L113 – Response to Comments from Alina Moradyan, dated October 28, 2017 

L113-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L113-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L113-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L114 – Response to Comments from Amanda Martin, dated October 28, 2017 

L114-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L114-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L114-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L115 – Response to Comments from Annie Roberts, dated October 28, 2017 

L115-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L115-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L115-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L116 – Response to Comments from Annie Roberts, dated October 28, 2017 

L116-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 5, and 8. 

L117 – Response to Comments from Barbara Gregory, dated October 28, 2017 

L117-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L117-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L117-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L118 – Response to Comments from Bruce Saltzer, dated October 28, 2017 

L118-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L118-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L118-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L118-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L118-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65. 

L118-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L118-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L118-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L118-9 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9. 

L118-10 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L118-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L118-5 and L298-63. 

L118-12  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 6.  



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.195 

 

L118-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L118-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L118-15  Please refer to Response to Comment No. L118-5 and L298-63. 

L118-16 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L118-17 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L118-18 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 13, and 14. 

L118-19 Please refer to response Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 14, and 15. 

L119 – Response to Comments from Christine Hughes, dated October 28, 2017 

L119-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L119-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L119-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L120 – Response to Comments from Corrie Gorson, dated October 28, 2017 

L120-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L120-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L120-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L120-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L121 – Response to Comments from Courtney Gatewood, dated October 28, 2017 

L121-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L121-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L121-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L122 – Response to Comments from Damian Shannon, dated October 28, 2017 

L122-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L122-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5 and 8. 

L122-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

  



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.197 

 

L123 – Response to Comments from Danielle Harris, dated October 28, 2017 

L123-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L123-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 7, 8 and 14. 

L123-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L124 – Response to Comments from Diona Reasonover, dated October 28, 2017 

L124-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L124-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L124-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L125 – Response to Comments from Henry Schlinger, dated October 28, 2017 

L125-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L125-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L126 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Anderson, dated October 28, 2017 

L126-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L126-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5 and 8. 
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L126-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L127 – Response to Comments from Emily Ziff Griffin, dated October 28, 2017 

L127-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L127-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L127-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L128 – Response to Comments from Emma Julaud, dated October 28, 2017 

L128-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L128-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L128-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L129 – Response to Comments from Foster Wilson, dated October 28, 2017 

L129-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L129-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 8. 

L129-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L130 – Response to Comments from Gabrielle Mitchelle-Marell, dated October 28, 2017 

L130-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L130-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5 and 14. 

L130-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L131 – Response to Comments from Gyzela Pieprzyca, dated October 28, 2017 

L131-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L131-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L132 – Response to Comments from Jackie Geary, dated October 28, 2017 

L132-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L132-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L133 – Response to Comments from Jackie Ruffing, dated October 28, 2017 

L133-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L133-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L133-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L134 – Response to Comments from Jeff Hupp, dated October 28, 2017 

L134-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L134-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L135 – Response to Comments from Jeiran Lashai, dated October 28, 2017 

L135-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L135-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L135-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L136 – Response to Comments from Jenny DeArmitt-Stran, dated October 28, 2017 

L136-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L136-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, and 11. 

L136-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 11. Please also refer to Section 4.9 and 4.11 
of the Draft EIR, which demonstrate the Project would have a less than significant 
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Project-level and cumulative traffic impact after the incorporation of mitigation 
measures. The Project would have no impact on traffic volumes in Eagle Rock. 

L136-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9.  

L136-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L136-3 and Topical Response Nos. 3 
and 11.  

L136-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L137 – Response to Comments from Jeremy T. Booker, dated October 28, 2017 

L137-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L137-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L137-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L138 – Response to Comments from Jim Darby, dated October 28, 2017 

L138-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L138-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

L138-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L139 – Response to Comments from Jon Gerdemann, dated October 28, 2017 

L139-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L139-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L140 – Response to Comments from Josh Martin, dated October 28, 2017 

L140-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L140-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L140-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L141 – Response to Comments from Juli Kang, dated October 28, 2017 

L141-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L141-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9.   

L141-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L142 – Response to Comments from Katie Lieber, dated October 28, 2017 

L142-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L142-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L142-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L143 – Response to Comments from Katy Kassler, dated October 28, 2017 

L143-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L143-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L143-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L144 – Response to Comments from Ken Allard, dated October 28, 2017 

L144-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L144-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 
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L144-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L145 – Response to Comments from Laura Brady-Allen, dated October 28, 2017 

L145-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L145-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L145-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L146 – Response to Comments from Lisa Kutzing, dated October 28, 2017 

L146-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L146-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L147 – Response to Comments from Lucy Nguyen, dated October 28, 2017 

L147-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L147-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L148 – Response to Comments from Mandy Novo-Lake, dated October 28, 2017 

L148-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L148-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L148-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L149 – Response to Comments from Mary Keenan, dated October 28, 2017 

L149-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L149-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 8, and 9. 

L149-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L150 – Response to Comments from Maureen Regan Miller, dated October 28, 2017 

L150-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L151 – Response to Comments from Nathalie Leighton, dated October 28, 2017 

L151-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L151-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L151-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L152 – Response to Comments from Nibal Booker, dated October 28, 2017 

L152-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L152-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 4. 

L152-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L153 – Response to Comments from Patricia Morton, dated October 28, 2017 

L153-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L153-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L153-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L153-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L153-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L154 – Response to Comments from Robin Fleck, dated October 28, 2017 

L154-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L154-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L155 – Response to Comments from Ryan Lutz, dated October 28, 2017 

L155-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L155-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L156 – Response to Comments from Samuel Rivas, dated October 28, 2017 

L156-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L156-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L156-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L157 – Response to Comments from Seana Carroll, dated October 28, 2017 

L157-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L157-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L157-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L158 – Response to Comments from Shoshana Stolove, dated October 28, 2017 

L158-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L158-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L159 – Response to Comments from Stacy Nakano, dated October 28, 2017 

L159-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L159-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 15. 

L159-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L160 – Response to Comments from Tanya Shannon, dated October 28, 2017 

L160-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L160-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L160-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L161 – Response to Comments from T’ien Cheshier Allen, dated October 28, 2017 

L161-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L161-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L162 – Response to Comments from Violet Mardirosian, dated October 28, 2017 

L162-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L162-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L162-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L163 – Response to Comments from W. L. Arance, dated October 28, 2017 

L163-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L163-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 8, and 9. 

L163-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L164 – Response to Comments from Wendy Fonarow, dated October 28, 2017 

L164-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L164-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

L164-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L165 – Response to Comments from Anna Isbirian, dated October 29, 2017 

L165-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L165-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L166 – Response to Comments from Brenda Gant, dated October 29, 2017 

L166-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L166-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L166-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L167 – Response to Comments from Carol and John McShane, dated October 29, 2017 

L167-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 6. 

L167-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 6. 

L167-3 CEQA does not require a lead agency to consider every alternative 
recommended or demanded by commenters. This comment is acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR for the decision-makers’ consideration as part 
of the City’s deliberations of the Project. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 
and 6. 

L167-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8. 

L167-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L168 – Response to Comments from Catherine Jurca and Scott Fraser, dated October 29, 2017 

L168-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L168-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 
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L168-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L118-5 and L298-63.L168-4 Please 
refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 10. 

L168-5 Please refer Response to Comment No. L118-5 and L298-63 and Topical Response 
Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L169 – Response to Comments from Chelsea Jolton, dated October 29, 2017 

L169-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L169-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L170 – Response to Comments from Christian Cenizal, dated October 29, 2017 

L170-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L170-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L170-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L171 – Response to Comments from Dorothea Malina, dated October 29, 2017 

L171-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L171-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L171-3 Please refer to the Draft EIR Appendix G.1 Pre-Demolition Asbestos and Lead-
Based Paint Survey. All asbestos work will be in accordance with Cal-OSHA 
Asbestos & Lead – California Code of Regulations. 

L171-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L172 – Response to Comments from Emily Danler, dated October 29, 2017 

L172-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L172-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life. The comment does not 
identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR 
and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L172-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L173 – Response to Comments from Erik Hawkins, dated October 29, 2017 

L173-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L173-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L173-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L173-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L174 – Response to Comments from Gabriela Turcois, dated October 29, 2017 

L174-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L174-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L175 – Response to Comments from Gerson A. Munoz, dated October 29, 2017 

L175-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 
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L176 – Response to Comments from Ghaz Bazrafshan, dated October 29, 2017 

L176-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L176-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L177 – Response to Comments from Jacqueline Bosmsan, dated October 29, 2017 

L177-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L177-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L177-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L178 – Response to Comments from Jean Van, dated October 29, 2017 

L178-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L178-2 Please refer to the Draft EIR and the Final EIR for information on environmental 
studies performed for this Project.  

L178-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L179 – Response to Comments from Jennifer Barrios, dated October 29, 2017 

L179-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L179-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L179-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L180 – Response to Comments from Jessica LaBarbera, dated October 29, 2017 

L180-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L180-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8.  

L180-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L181 – Response to Comments from Joanna Pringle, dated October 29, 2017 

L181-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L181-2 The comment expresses concern related to notification of the Project and 
meetings and asks whether notices were mailed out. The City’s noticing of the 
Project has exceeded the requirements of CEQA. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L100-2.  

L181-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L182 – Response to Comments from Kara Sergile, dated October 29, 2017 

L182-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L182-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Responses Nos. 1, 3, and 8. 

L182-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L183 – Response to Comments from Maggie Wineburgh-Freed, dated October 29, 2017 

L183-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L183-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 8 and 9. 

L183-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L183-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L184 – Response to Comments from April, Bjorn, and Ryan Gustafsen, dated October 29, 2017 

L184-1 Please refer to Topical Response No 8. 

L184-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L184-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L184-4 The Project would have negligible impact on ratepayers.  While providing reliable 
local generation, the Project would also facilitate the City’s import of renewable 
energy over existing transmission to assist in procuring 50 percent of its electricity 
from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030 pursuant with Senate Bill 350. 
The Project would remain economically viable even were Senate Bill 100 passed, 
which would require 100 percent carbon-free electricity by 2045. Please also refer 
to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L184-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7. 

L184-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 8 and 9. 

L184-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L185 – Response to Comments from Mark H. Maier, dated October 29, 2017 

L185-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L185-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 15. 
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L185-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L186 – Response to Comments from Mary Baldwin, dated October 29, 2017 

L186-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5 and 8. 

L187 – Response to Comments from Mona Field, dated October 29, 2017 

L187-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L187-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L187-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L188 – Response to Comments from Nicholas Bender, dated October 29, 2017 

L188-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L188-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L189 – Response to Comments from Patricia Pei, dated October 29, 2017 

L189-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L189-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L189-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L190 – Response to Comments from Paula Vainstoc, dated October 29, 2017 

L190-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L190-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L190-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L190-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L191 – Response to Comments from Richard Bennett, dated October 29, 2017 

L191-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L191-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L191-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical 
Response No. 10. 
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L191-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. 

L191-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L191-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 4 and 5. 

L191-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L191-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L192 – Response to Comments from Seline Guidotti, dated October 29, 2017 

L192-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L192-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L192-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L192-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 14. 

L192-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L193 – Response to Comments from Teni Hakopian, dated October 29, 2017 

L193-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L193-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 15. 

L193-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L193-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L194 – Response to Comments from Tracy Bitterolf, dated October 29, 2017 

L194-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L194-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L194-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L195 – Response to Comments from Anthony Miles, dated October 30, 2017 

L195-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L195-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 8 and 9. 

L195-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L196 – Response to Comments from Becky Levitt, dated October 30, 2017 

L196-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L196-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L196-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L197 – Response to Comments from Cari Field, dated October 30, 2017 

L197-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L197-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L197-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
4, and 5. 

L197-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 7. 

L197-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5 and 6. 

L197-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L198 – Response to Comments from Cathy Hrenda and Stephen Meek, dated October 30, 2017 

L198-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L198-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L198-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L199 – Response to Comments from Christelle Fischer Bovet, dated October 30, 2017 

L199-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L199-2. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

9.1.3.3 200 through 299 

L200 – Response to Comments from Diana Faraj, dated October 30, 2017 

L200-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L200-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 
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L200-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L201 – Response to Comments from Diego Galtieri, dated October 30, 2017 

L201-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L201-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L201-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L202 – Response to Comments from Hanna Garth, dated October 30, 2017 

L202-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L202-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L202-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L203 – Response to Comments from Jacqueline Mazarella, dated October 30, 2017 

L203-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L203-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L203-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L204 – Response to Comments from Jane Stockly, dated October 30, 2017 

L204-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L204-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9. 

L204-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L205 – Response to Comments from Jeffrey Brown, dated October 30, 2017 

L205-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L205-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L206 – Response to Comments from Jennifer Bunt, dated October 30, 2017 

L206-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life. The comment does not 
identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR 
and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. 

L206-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L206-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L207 – Response to Comments from Katherine Grant Dyer, dated October 30, 2017 

L207-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

L207-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7. 
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L207-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L207-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L208 – Response to Comments from Kathy Kottaras, dated October 30, 2017 

L208-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L208-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L208-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L209 – Response to Comments from Katie Miles, dated October 30, 2017 

L209-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L209-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L209-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L210 – Response to Comments from Kestrin Pantera and Jonathan Grubb, dated October 30, 
2017 

L210-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L210-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L211 – Response to Comments from Laura Osborn, dated October 30, 2017 

L211-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L211-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L211-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L211-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L212 – Response to Comments from Lisa Dinkins, dated October 30, 2017 

L212-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L212-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L212-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L213 – Response to Comments from Lori Meeks, dated October 30, 2017 

L213-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L213-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L213-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L213-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L214 – Response to Comments from Margaret Medford, dated October 30, 2017 

L214-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L214-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L214-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L215 – Response to Comments from Mathew Carlin, dated October 30, 2017 

L215-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L215-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L215-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L216 – Response to Comments from Mathew Field, dated October 30, 2017 

L216-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L216-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L216-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No .L977-12 and Topical Response No. 8 
and 9. 

L216-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L216-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L217 – Response to Comments from Megan Brotherton, dated October 30, 2017 

L217-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L217-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L217-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L218 – Response to Comments from Melissa Moulton Church, dated October 30, 2017 

L218-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L218-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8. 

L218-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L219 – Response to Comments from Michael Sanit-Aubin, dated October 30, 2017 

L219-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8. 

L220 – Response to Comments from Mylissa Grieve, dated October 30, 2017 

L220-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L220-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L221 – Response to Comments from Nicole Sanchez, dated October 30, 2017 

L221-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L221-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L221-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L222 – Response to Comments from Nora Cranley, dated October 30, 2017 

L222-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L222-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L222-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L223 – Response to Comments from Rachel Ridgway, dated October 30, 2017 

L223-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L223-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L223-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-65. 

L223-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L223-5 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-65 and L977-15 and Topical 
Response No. 8. 

L223-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 5, and 9. 

L223-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L223-8 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response No. 2. 
Under CEQA, a lifecycle analysis is not generally required. When considering 
Manhattan Beach’s adoption of an ordinance banning point-of-sale plastic bags 
within the City limits, the California Supreme Court held: “this case serves as a 
cautionary example of overreliance on generic studies of ‘life cycle’ impacts 
associated with a particular product. Such studies, when properly conducted, 
may well be a useful guide for the decision maker when a project entails 
substantial production or consumption of the product. When, however, increased 
use of the product is an indirect and uncertain consequence, and especially 
when the scale of the project is such that the increase is plainly insignificant, the 
product ‘life cycle’ must be kept in proper perspective and not allowed to 
swamp the evaluation of actual impacts attributable to the project at hand.” 
Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach (2011) 52 Cal.4th 
155,175. This situation is similar to the situation in Save the Plastic Bag because the 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.231 

 

Grayson plant is already combusting natural gas and any increase in natural gas 
from the Project would be negligible. 

L223-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12. 

L223-10 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 9. With respect to biological impact, 
please refer to the Initial Study prepared for the Project, included as Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR.  

L223-11 Please refer to Chapter 4.5 of the Draft EIR, Response to Comment Nos. L223-8 
and L977-12, and Topical Response No. 9. 

L223-12 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L223-8. . 

L223-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos.1, 2, 4, 5, and 9. 

L223-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L223-15 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. . 

L223-16 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L224 – Response to Comments from Raffaella Filipponi, dated October 30, 2017 

L224-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L224-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L225 – Response to Comments from Sara Quintanar, dated October 30, 2017 

L225-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 
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L225-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L226 – Response to Comments from Stephanie Kuhlmann, dated October 30, 2017 

L226-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L226-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L226-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L227 – Response to Comments from Steven Chapman, dated October 30, 2017 

L227-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L227-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L228 – Response to Comments from Sue Bell Yank, dated October 30, 2017 

L228-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L228-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L228-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7 

L228-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L228-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L229 – Response to Comments from Thalia Veintimilla, dated October 30, 2017 

L229-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L229-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L229-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L230 – Response to Comments from Thalia Veintimilla, dated October 30, 2017 

L230-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L230-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L230-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L231 – Response to Comments from Tim Heidecker, dated October 30, 2017 

L231-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L231-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L231-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L232 – Response to Comments from Valerie Levitt Halsey, dated October 30, 2017 

L232-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L232-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L232-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 and 9. 

L232-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L233 – Response to Comments from Wade Koch, dated October 30, 2017 

L233-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L233-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L233-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L234 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L234-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L234-2 The City disagrees with the commenter’s claims that PACE Global has a conflict 
of interest and that the recommendations in the IRP were designed “to select 
options that support the purchase of Siemens’ equipment.”  Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 15. 

The City disagrees with the comment that “the conflicts of interest in the writing of 
the IRP should invalidate the Draft EIR since Stantec was not asked to analyze 
options that did not involve the purchase of Siemens equipment.” In fact, neither 
Stantec nor PACE Global were instructed to use any particular brand of 
equipment in their analysis. The IRP used General Electric equipment in its analysis. 

L234-3 The obligation to prepare and file an IRP consistent with the requirements of SB 
338 is by the end of 2018. The City will comply with all applicable legal and 
regulatory requirements in its next IRP, just as it has done with its prior IRPs.  The 
Draft EIR does evaluate the feasibility of appropriate alternatives to meet the 
City’s needs. Please refer to Section 5 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response Nos. 
2, 4, 5 and 7. 

L234-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. Project output will be restricted by 
SCAQMD through enforceable permit conditions. The SCAQMD permit 
application includes the same level of utilization that was included in the Draft EIR 
so no operations in excess of what is referenced in the Draft EIR is possible. Please 
see Topical Response No. 8 for a discussion of the expected plant utilization and 
emissions based upon Glendale load and expected sources of carbon-free 
power generation. Both expected utilization and expected emissions are 
significantly below what is reflected in the Draft EIR. 

L234-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 2.  

Currently, the City is in compliance with SB 350 and is well ahead of the state 
average with respect to renewable and zero carbon energy. In fact, the City is 
already close to meeting the 2030 50% renewable requirement. The City expects 
to continue to comply with SB 350 and all other laws, including the requirement to 
develop and submit an updated IRP 

Further, it must be noted that the Project need not comply with the Renewables 
Portfolio Standard requirement; compliance with the Renewables Portfolio 
Standard is an obligation of the City as a whole, not an obligation applicable to 
a particular project. The City complies with the Renewables Portfolio Standard 
and will continue to do in the future. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L959-8 and Topical Response Nos. 
1, 5, 6, 7 and 16. 
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L234-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L235 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L235-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion or (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L235-2 The City disagrees with the comment. The City, with assistance from the State 
Clearinghouse, provided the required notice of availability of the Draft EIR to all 
responsible agencies in accordance with CEQA requirements. These agencies 
are included in Table 1-1 of the Draft EIR. In addition, the City contacted La 
Canada Flintridge and the County of Los Angeles regarding the Draft EIR. The City 
provided notice of the Draft EIR to required agencies in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines.  

L235-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L235-2 and L235-4 through L235-12 
below.  

L235-4 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(1). 

L235-5 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(2) 
with respect to trustee agencies with resources affected by the Project. The City, 
with assistance from the State Clearinghouse, provided the required notice of 
availability of the Draft EIR to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, which 
is the only Trustee agency with jurisdiction over natural resources that could 
potentially be affected by the Project in accordance with CEQA requirements. It 
should be noted that the Initial Study, which was part of the Draft EIR, determined 
that the Project would have no impact on biological resources. 

L235-6 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(3) 
and then lists natural or cultural resources that the commenter believes would be 
affected by the Project. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L235-2. 

L235-7 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(4). 
Please refer to Response to Comment No. l235-2. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.237 

 

L235-8 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(5). 
The Project is not a project of statewide, regional, or areawide significance 
pursuant to CEQA. 

L235-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L235-8. 

L235-10 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(6). 
The Project is not a highway or freeway project. 

L235-11 This comment repeats the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(a)(7). 
The Project is not a subdivision project. 

L235-12 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion or (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L236 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L236-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L236-2 This comment cites a notice requirement contained in California Public Resources 
Code Section 21168.6.5(e)(1), which applies only to the Convention Center 
Modernization and Farmers Field Project set forth in the notice of preparation 
released by the City of Los Angeles on March 17, 2011 (“Farmers Field Project”).   

L236-3 This comment cites a requirement contained in California Public Resources Code 
Section 21168.5.6(e)(2) that the full text of Public Resources Code Section 21168.5 
be included as an appendix to the Draft and Final EIRs for the Farmers Field 
Project. This CEQA requirement is specific to Draft and Final EIRs for the Farmers 
Field Project and is not a general requirement for any other EIR prepared under 
CEQA.  

This comment further states that the Draft EIR for the Project does not include the 
notice provision required by California Public Resources Code Section 
21168.6.5(e)(1) and does not include the text of California Public Resources Code 
Section 21168.6.5, as required by California Public Resources Code Section 
21168.6.5(e)(2). As stated in above, and in Response to Comment No. L236-2, 
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these requirements are applicable only to the Farmers Field Project. Accordingly, 
the Draft EIR for the Project is not required to include the notice provision or the 
text of California Public Resources Code Section 21168.6.5. 

L236-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 15. 

L237 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L237-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L237-2 This comment cites workshop and public hearing requirements contained in 
California Public Resources Code Section 21168.6.5(f)(1) and (2), which apply 
only to the Farmers Field Project. 

L237-3 This comment suggests that the Project has not complied with the requirements of 
California Public Resources Code Section 21168.6.5(f)(1) and (2). As stated in 
Response to Comment No. L237-2, these requirements are applicable only to the 
Farmers Field Project and are not requirements for the Project. The City held two 
community meetings where the public was invited to provide oral comments on 
the Draft EIR. In addition, the City circulated the Draft EIR for public review and 
extended the time period within which comments on the Draft EIR would be 
accepted. The original 45-day review period was from September 18, 2017 
through November 3, 2017. The City extended the review period until November 
20, 2017. With respect to the opportunities for public comment on the Draft EIR, 
the City complied with and went beyond the requirements of CEQA. 

L237-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L237-3. 

L237-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L237-3. 

L237-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L238 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L238-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L238-2  This comment cites requirements regarding the receipt and circulation of 
electronic comments contained in California Public Resources Code Section 
21168.6.5(g)(3) and (4), which apply only to the Farmers Field Project. 

L238-3 This comment states that the Project has not made comments available to the 
public as required by California Public Resources Code Section21168.6.5(g)(3) 
and (4). As stated in Response to Comment No. L238-2, these requirements apply 
only to the Farmers Field Project and are not required for the Project. 

L238-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L239 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated October 31, 2017 

L239-1 The comment expresses concern about the Project and a separate proposed 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Scholl Canyon Landfill.  The 
commenter claims that “GWP wants to rebuild and expand Grayson and stop 
burning the biogas at the Grayson site,” and “to handle the biogas GWP is 
currently planning under a separate non-CEQA process to build a new 12 MW 
plant at the Scholl Canyon Landfill to burn this gas.”  There is no evidence to 
support the commenter’s claims. 

The commenter includes a web link to the 2016 version of the CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15165 and contends that “these projects [meaning the Grayson 
Repowering Project and the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project] 
are inextricably entwined. The Scholl Canyon Landfill 12 MW plant is a necessary 
precedent for the Grayson plan expansion and they must be considered 
together.” 
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 11. 

In specific response to the comment that GWP wants to rebuild and expand 
Grayson and stop burning biogas at the Grayson site, that comment does not 
accurately characterize the Project. The Project is not a “rebuild and expansion;” 
it is a removal of old, inefficient units and a “repowering” of the plant with new 
efficient units that produce a sufficient and reliable electric supply for the citizens 
and residents of the City of Glendale. The Project is sized to ensure that Glendale 
can cover the electricity needs of its residents and businesses under peak load 
conditions, when electricity demands are the highest, and also to meet 
regulatory and reliability requirements at an affordable cost to GWP customers. 
Additionally, the Project will support the expansion of Glendale’s renewable 
energy portfolio and facilitates both solar development within Glendale and the 
import of energy from remote renewable projects by allowing Glendale to firm 
and shape (i.e., maintain balance, and regulate variations in) intermittent 
renewable resources – something that the aging units at the current power plant 
cannot do.  

It is true that the Project does not require and cannot use Scholl Canyon Landfill 
biogas. The Scholl Canyon Landfill has an existing South Coast Air Quality 
Management District permit to operate a Landfill Gas Flaring System and 
infrastructure to burn (flare) all the biogas emitted by the landfill regardless of 
whether or not the biogas is or can be burned at Grayson, or captured and 
converted to energy at the landfill by other means.   

The proposed Biogas Project is not “inextricably entwined” with, is not a part or 
“phase” of, is not dependent upon, the same as, or a direct or reasonably 
foreseeable consequence of, the Grayson Project. The Project and the proposed 
Biogas Project serve different purposes. The purpose of the Project is to reliably 
serve the power needs of the residents and businesses in Glendale. The purpose 
of the Biogas Project is to utilize a renewable resource to provide power to assist 
the City in meeting state Renewable Energy Portfolio requirements. The Project 
and the Biogas Project would be implemented independently and in no way, 
depend on each other. The Project could proceed or be abandoned with or 
without the Biogas Project because landfill gas at Scholl Canyon can be flared 
under the existing SCAQMD permit.  Similarly, nothing about the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project depends on the Project. The Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project could be developed with or without the repowering of 
Grayson, and it could be developed or not developed regardless of whether or 
not the Project is approved and implemented.  

Further, the City is not currently planning the proposed Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project under a “separate non-CEQA process.”  A mitigated negative 
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declaration (“MND”) for the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project was 
prepared and a draft was circulated for extended public review from August 31, 
2017 that was twice extended until November 9, 2017.  A link to the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project Mitigated Negative Declaration is available here: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=38536.  Indeed, the 
commenter submitted multiple comment letters via email (October 20, 2017; 
October 31, 2017; November 5, 2017 and November 3, 2017) to the draft 
Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Thus, the claim that the City is planning to build 
a new 12 MW plant under a “separate non-CEQA process” is not an accurate 
statement. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15165 (2017) states:  

“Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and 
where the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental 
effect, the Lead Agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate 
project as described in Section 15168. Where an individual project is a necessary 
precedent for action on a larger project, or commits the Lead Agency to a larger 
project, with significant environmental effect, an EIR must address itself to the 
scope of the larger project. Where one project is one of several similar projects of 
a public agency, but is not deemed a part of a larger undertaking or a larger 
project, the agency may prepare one EIR for all projects, or one for each project, 
but shall in either case comment upon the cumulative effect.” 

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 
21061, 21100, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Whitman v. Board of 
Supervisors, (1979) 88 Cal. App. 3d 397. 

This section follows the principle that a project EIR must show the big picture of 
what is involved in that project.  If the approval of one particular activity could be 
expected to lead to many other activities being approved in the same general 
area, the EIR should examine the expected effects of the ultimate environmental 
changes. This section is consistent with the Whitman decision cited in the note 
interpreting CEQA.  The Whitman v. Board of Supervisors case involved an 
application for a conditional use permit (CUP), but the EIR failed to adequately 
assess cumulative impacts.  The Court held that the EIR was deficient because it 
failed to adequately discuss the cumulative impacts and lacked specificity. That 
is not the case in either the Grayson Project Draft EIR or the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

The Grayson Repowering Project Draft EIR includes the proposed Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project in the cumulative impacts analysis, Section 4.11.2, 
“Projects Considered”.  Further, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project MND 
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considered incremental effects of the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project in connection with effects from past, current, and probable future 
projects that may result in similar impacts. The types of projects considered in the 
Biogas Project MND include other power generating, landfill related operations 
and projects near the Biogas Renewable Generation Project area, specifically, 
the Landfill Expansion Project, Green Waste Anaerobic Digestion Project and the 
Grayson Repowering Project.  Please refer to Section 3.19(b) of the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Biogas Project. 

Under CEQA, a proposal that is related to a project, but has its own 
“independent utility” and is not necessary for the project to proceed need not be 
included as part of the project description, and may be reviewed in its own 
CEQA document, as a separate project. Planning & Conservation League v. 
Castaic Lake Water Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 237. Accordingly, two 
projects may undergo separate environmental review when the projects serve 
different purposes or can be implemented independently. Banning Ranch v. City 
of Newport Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1223) (citing Communities for a 
Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 99; Sierra Club 
v. West Side Irrigation Dist. (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 690, 699; Plan for Arcadia v. City 
Council of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d, 712, 724). 

In addition, an EIR must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future 
expansion or other action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of 
the initial project; and (2) the future expansion or action will be significant in that 
it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental 
effects.” Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 
Cal.3d 396. Absent these two circumstances, the future action need not be 
considered in the EIR for the proposed project.  

Furthermore, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Project are 
considered distinct facilities under the common practice of the California Energy 
Commission (“CEC”). As reflected in staff analyses and CEC practice, the CEC 
uses a “two-mile” analysis to assess whether facilities should be treated as one 
facility, or distinct facilities, for purposes of determining CEC jurisdiction. The 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the Project are located 
approximately 5.5 miles from one another and are therefore not the same 
“facility” according to CEC practices.  Moreover, the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project involves abandonment of the existing gas pipeline between 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill and Grayson, thus eliminating any physical 
interconnection between the Scholl Canyon and Grayson. 

L239-2 Please Refer to Response to Comment No. L239-1. 
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L239-3 Please Refer to Response to Comment No. L239-1. 

L239-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and15. 

L240 – Response to Comments from Carol Henning, dated October 31, 2017 

L240-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L240-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L240-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63, L298-65, and L977-9 and 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 6. 

L241 – Response to Comments from Donnie Stemp, dated October 31, 2017 

L241-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 15. 

L241-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8. 

L241-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 6, and 7. 

L241-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 
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L242 – Response to Comments from Evelyn Alexander, dated October 31, 2017 

L242-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 

L242-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L977-9. 

L242-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 
and 9. 

L242-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L242-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4. 5, and 6. 

L243 – Response to Comments from Jerome Sander, dated October 31, 2017 

L243-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. M1-86. 

L243-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 11. 

L243-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 
and 3. 

L244 – Response to Comments from Jon Rosenthal, dated October 31, 2017 

L244-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L244-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L244-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L245 – Response to Comments from Joy & Chris Park-Thomas, dated October 31, 2017 

L245-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L245-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L245-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L245-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L246 – Response to Comments from Julio Moline, dated October 31, 2017 

L246-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L246-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 
and 5. 

L246-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 
8 and 9. 

L247 – Response to Comments from Lillian Sanchez, dated October 31, 2017 

L247-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L247-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 15. 

L247-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L247-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L247-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L248 – Response to Comments from Scott Morgan (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research – 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit), dated October 31, 2017 

L248-1 This letter acknowledges that requirements of the State Clearinghouse review of 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA, have been met. State 
agency responses are attached. For individual responses please refer to response 
to comment letter 13 from Gayle Totton of the Native American Heritage 
Commission, dated October 10, 2017, and comment letter 44 from Miya 
Edmonson with the California Department of Transportation, dated October 23, 
2017. 

L249 – Response to Comments from Richard Schmittdiel dated October 31, 2017 

L249-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L249-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and L977-9 and Topical 
Response Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 13. 

L250 – Response to Comments from Richard Schmittdiel dated November 01, 2017 

L250-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer also to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 

L250-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, and 9. 

L250-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and L977-9 and Topical 
Response Nos. 2, and 13. 

L250-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 4 and 5. 

L251 – Response to Comments from Alexa, dated November 01, 2017 

L251-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L251-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L252 – Response to Comments from Andres Azarian, dated November 01, 2017 

L252-1 This internal staff email regarding logistics of providing notice of the extension of 
the comment period on the Draft EIR was inadvertently included as a comment 
letter.  

L253 – Response to Comments from Ann Scibelli, dated November 01, 2017 

L253-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L253-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L253-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L253-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L253-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L253-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L253-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L254 – Response to Comments from Annette Kargodorian, dated November 01, 2017 

L254-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L254-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L254-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L254-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L254-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L254-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L254-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L255 – Response to Comments from Annette Kargodorian, dated November 01, 2017 

L255-1 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-65 and L977-9 and Topical 
Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L255-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 5. 

L255-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L255-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L255-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 6. 

L255-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 5 and 10. 

L256 – Response to Comments from Arin Rao, dated November 01, 2017 

L256-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L256-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L256-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L256-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L256-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L256-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L256-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L257 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 01, 2017 

L257-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L257-2 The City has implemented energy efficiency and demand response programs 
whose intent is to reduce peak loads.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 7.  To 
reduce the peak load from 346 MW to less than 187 MW would represent a 46% 
decrease in load, equivalent to reducing the summer peak load to peak loads 
that are seen in the winter months. This amount of reduction is far beyond what 
the most ambitious programs ever hope to accomplish and is unrealistic given 
Glendale’s climate and the demand for air conditioning during the summertime. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 2. 

L257-3 The Glendale summertime peak occurs around HE17 (Hour Ending 1700) as shown 
in Figure 5-1 in the Draft EIR (and included in the commenter’s comment). As 
discussed in Topical Response No. 5, the cost of rooftop solar is significantly more 
expensive than the Project.  

The City has had in place a Feed-In-Tariff program for developers/integrators 
since 2013offering Feed-in-Tariff allows a renewable energy developer to 
contract with the City to sell the City 100% of the power from a small-scale 
renewable energy facility (including rooftop solar) in Glendale. To date, no solar 
developer has applied for the program. Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 for 
additional information. 

L257-4 With respect to the impact of time-of-use rates, please refer to Topical Response 
No. 1 and Response to Comments No. L298-20. With respect to peak load 
demand reductions generally, please refer to Topical Response No. 7.  The IRP 
compared the impact of expanded application Time of Use rates and 
determined a difference of 11 MW. Furthermore, the IRP considered Time of Use 
rates and concluded that there is little effect on peak load in 2035. 

L257-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7 and Response to Comment No. L298-19. 
The City has had, and continues to implement demand management, demand 
response and energy efficiency programs. The loads experienced to date are 
with those programs in place.   
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L257-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-22 and Topical Response No. 7. 

L257-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 7. 

L257-8 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L257-2 and L1028-2 and Topical 
Response Nos. 4, 6, and 7. CEQA does not require a lead agency to consider 
every alternative recommended or demanded by commenters. 

L257-9 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L258 – Response to Comments from Caitlin Mcwhirt, dated November 01, 2017 

L258-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L258-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L258-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L258-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L258-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L258-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L258-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L259 – Response to Comments from Carole Nation, dated November 01, 2017 

L259-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.251 

 

L259-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L259-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L259-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L259-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L259-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L259-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L260– Response to Comments from Carolyn Johnson, dated November 01, 2017 

L260-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L260-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L260-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L260-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L260-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L260-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L260-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L261– Response to Comments from Cindy Bishop, dated November 01, 2017 

L261-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L261-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L261-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L261-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L261-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L261-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L261-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L262– Response to Comments from Claudia Hasenhuttl, dated November 01, 2017 

L262-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L262-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L262-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L262-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L262-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L262-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L262-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L263– Response to Comments from Connie Wong, dated November 01, 2017 

L263-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L263-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L263-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L263-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L263-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L263-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L263-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L264 – Response to Comments from Deborah Chanen, dated November 01, 2017 

L264-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L264-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L264-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L264-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L265– Response to Comments from Deborah King, dated November 01, 2017 

L265-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L265-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L265-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L265-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L265-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L265-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L265-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L266– Response to Comments from Debra Lere, dated November 01, 2017 
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L266-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L266-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, and 8. 

L266-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, and 9. 

L266-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L266-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L267– Response to Comments from Dennis Ruffcorn, dated November 01, 2017 

L267-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L267-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L267-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L267-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L267-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L267-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L267-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L268– Response to Comments from Douglas Ball, dated November 01, 2017 

L268-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L268-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L268-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L268-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L268-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L268-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L268-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L269– Response to Comments from Elease Lui Stemp, dated November 01, 2017 

L269-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L269-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 15. 

L269-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 3, 5, and 7. 

L269-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, and 15. 
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L270– Response to Comments from Elena Owens, dated November 01, 2017 

L270-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L270-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L270-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L270-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L270-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L270-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L270-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L271– Response to Comments from Elise Kalfayan, dated November 01, 2017 

L271-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L271-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5 and 15. 

L271-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer also to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L272– Response to Comments from Hank Schilinger, dated November 01, 2017 

L272-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L272-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L272-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L272-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L272-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L272-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L272-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L273– Response to Comments from Joanna Hess, dated November 01, 2017 

L273-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L273-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L273-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L273-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L273-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L273-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L273-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L274– Response to Comments from Justin Dyer, dated November 01, 2017 

L274-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L274-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 
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L274-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L275– Response to Comments from Karen Berger, dated November 01, 2017 

L275-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L275-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L276– Response to Comments from Kevin Brady, dated November 01, 2017 

L276-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L276-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 

L276-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L276-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 298-63. 

L276-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 4, 5, and 6. 

L277– Response to Comments from Kim Moreno, dated November 01, 2017 

L277-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L277-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.259 

 

L277-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L277-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L277-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L277-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L277-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L278– Response to Comments from Linda Sturges, dated November 01, 2017 

L278-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L278-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L278-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L278-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L278-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L278-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L278-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L279– Response to Comments from Maria Andrade, dated November 01, 2017 

L279-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L279-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L279-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L279-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L279-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L279-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L279-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L280– Response to Comments from MaryAnne Gallagher, dated November 01, 2017 

L280-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L280-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L280-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L280-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L280-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L280-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L280-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L281– Response to Comments from Nancy Brodersen, dated November 01, 2017 

L281-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L281-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L281-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L281-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L281-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L281-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L281-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L282 – Response to Comments from Norman and Jennifer Goss, dated November 01, 2017 

L282-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L282-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. 

L282-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 5. 

L282-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L282-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L282-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 6. 

L282-7  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L283 – Response to Comments from Scott Morgan (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research – 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit), dated November 01, 2017 

L283-1 This comment serves as confirmation that the Lead Agency extended the review 
period of the Draft EIR to November 20, 2017, to accommodate the review 
process. 

L284– Response to Comments from Oscar Field, dated November 01, 2017 

L284-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L284-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L285– Response to Comments from Patricia Grogan, dated November 01, 2017 

L285-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L285-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L285-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L285-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L285-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L285-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L285-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L286– Response to Comments from Paul Wilkins, dated November 01, 2017 

L286-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L286-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L286-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L286-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L286-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L286-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L286-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L287– Response to Comments from Phil Green, dated November 01, 2017 
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L287-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L287-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L287-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L287-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L287-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L287-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L287-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L288– Response to Comments from Robert Shannon, dated November 01, 2017 

L288-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L288-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L288-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L288-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L288-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L288-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L288-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L289 – Response to Comments from Roxanna Sanchez, dated November 01, 2017 

L289-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L289-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L289-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response No. 1, 3, 
4, and 5. 

L289-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L289-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 10. 

L289-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L290– Response to Comments from Sasha Zambrano, dated November 01, 2017 

L290-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L290-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L290-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L290-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L290-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L290-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L290-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L291– Response to Comments from Sylvia Halasz, dated November 01, 2017 

L291-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L291-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L291-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L291-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L291-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L291-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L291-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L292 – Response to Comments from Tallin Aghourian, dated November 01, 2017 

L292-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L292-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

L292-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L293– Response to Comments from Wendy Brueder, dated November 01, 2017 

L293-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L293-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L293-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L293-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L293-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L293-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L293-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L294– Response to Comments from Zwi Bieringer, dated November 01, 2017 
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L294-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L294-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L294-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L294-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L294-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L294-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L294-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L295– Response to Comments from Alicia Siegall, dated November 02, 2017 

L295-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L295-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L295-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L295-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L295-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L295-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L295-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L296 – Response to Comments from Amber Sealey, dated November 02, 2017 

L296-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.267 

 

commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L296-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 11. 

L296-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L297– Response to Comments from Carolyn Johnson, dated November 02, 2017 

L297-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L297-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L297-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L297-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L297-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L297-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L297-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L298 – Response to Comments from Eugene Wilson (California Clean Energy Committee), dated 
November 02, 2017 

L298-1 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-makers’ consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the Project. 

L298-2 The commenter’s position regarding the Project is acknowledged and this 
comment and response will be provided to the City Council for consideration. 
GWP currently relies, and will continue to rely, on renewable resources, demand 
response, and energy efficiency for its portfolio. As reflected in Glendale’s 2016 
Power Content Label, the most recent reporting year available, GWP sources at 
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least 64% of its energy from carbon-free sources. Please refer to Topical Response 
No. 1 for further information. GWP also has active programs for energy efficiency, 
demand response, and rooftop solar PV installations. Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 5 and 7 for further information. 

The Project was sized to serve three goals: (1) to allow GWP to serve peak load; 
(2) to provide the required spinning and non-spinning reserves required for system 
reliability; and (3) to provide a source of local power for emergencies. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 3 for further information. The Project is consistent 
with state policies and goals, including greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets, air pollution reduction goals, the loading order, the Renewables Portfolio 
Standard, the California Solar Initiative, energy storage goals, and clean peaking 
power service. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 8, 9, and 13 for further 
information.   

The Project has been designed to provide flexible local generation that is both 
reliable and dispatchable when renewable energy sources are intermittently not 
available or are insufficient to meet the electrical load in Glendale. In addition, 
for the reasons described in Topical Response No. 1, the Project would allow the 
City to free up its limited transmission capacity to import more renewable energy. 
Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 4 and 5 for further information regarding 
Project alternatives, including consideration of a scaled-back gas plant with 
additional storage.  

L298-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-2. The City disagrees with the 
commenter’s assertions that the degree to which Project alternatives do not 
meet objectives is artificial, and that the analysis should be revised to reflect a 
good faith analysis. The analysis does reflect a good faith analysis, and the 
statements in the Draft EIR about Project alternatives and Project objectives are 
explained.  

In addition, with respect to biomass, siting a biomass power plant at the Grayson 
Power Plant is not a feasible alternative because the environmental impacts 
would be greater than the Project (e.g., truck/rail traffic to import the biomass, 
material handling operations, increased dust, need for additional lay-down 
space, and noise), as well as challenges associated with permitting a boiler within 
SCAQMD).  

Combined heat and power is also not a feasible alternative because it would 
commit GWP into providing thermal energy on a contractual basis even if the 
resulting electricity was not required because sufficient imports were available to 
cover load. Combined heat and power facilities are typically dependent upon a 
steady or controlled delivery of thermal energy.  Thus, Grayson would be 
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committed to continually operating Grayson to provide the source of thermal 
energy. 

The LADWP Open Access Transmission Tariff does not offer for multi-year access to 
transmission services. Additionally, the amount of transmission capacity offered 
each year is subject to availability on a year to year basis. For these reasons, the 
City cannot rely upon renting transmission capacity from LADWP to predictably 
plan for its future.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-80 and Topical 
Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

Please also refer to Topical Responses Nos. 4 and 5. 

L298-4 Notices will be sent to the commenter as requested. 

L298-5 The commenter’s opposition to the Project is noted. The City disagrees that the 
Draft EIR needs to be revised and recirculated. No significant new information has 
been raised that requires recirculation. 

L298-6 The City disagrees with this comment and believes that descriptions of the Project 
and environmental setting in the Draft EIR are adequate. Chapter 3.0 of the Draft 
EIR includes a 69-page Project Description, which provides details on the existing 
facilities at Grayson and the new facilities proposed by the Project. The Project 
site is described, planned demolition of facilities is explained, utility connections 
are outlined, and environmental control systems are described.  

Currently, the Grayson Power Plant provides the following services: 

1. Non-spinning reserves (Unit 9) 
2. Serve peak load 
3. Local power for emergencies 

With the Project, the repowered Grayson power plant will provide the following 
services: 

1. Spinning and non-spinning reserve 
2. Firming and shaping of intermittent renewable energy, as well as other 

ancillary services 
3. Serve peak load 
4. Local power for emergencies 

With the Project, the repowered plant would offer several advantages over the 
existing plant, all of which would be utilized by the City, including: 
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1. The new units will provide two additional 10-minute start units for non-
spinning reserve. 

2. The new units will be able to provide spinning reserve. 

3. The new units will have higher ramp rates allowing them, when operating, 
to better follow load and help address intermittency issues associated with 
wind and solar resources. 

4. The new units will be more reliable, thus allowing the City to use its full 
share of the Pacific DC Intertie.  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 3 for further discussion.  

5. The new units will have the ability to provide ancillary services that will 
allow Glendale’s limited transmission imports to be more dedicated to the 
import of renewable energy. 

6. The new units are more energy efficient, use less natural gas, and emit 
fewer pollutants than the existing units per unit of energy produced. 

As described in Topical Response No. 3, the amount of transmission capacity 
available to the City on the Pacific DC Intertie transmission line will increase by 20 
MW with the Project due to the City’s ability to self-supply its own reserves. 
Additionally as discussed in Topical Response No.1, with the Project, the City will 
increasingly be able to use its transmission capacity to import predominantly 
renewable energy to serve load and to continue to meet California’s Renewable 
Portfolio Standard mandates. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter 
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR 
and is not required by CEQA. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L298-7 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-makers’ consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the Project. 

L298-8 The commenter appears to be referring to a sentence on page 3.57 of the Draft 
EIR that states in full: 

“The maximum available generation possible from the facility based on 
average annual conditions is estimated to be approximately 2.2 gigawatt 
hours per year (based on an annual site average facility base load megawatt 
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rating of a net 60 MW per simple cycle unit and a net 71 MW per combined 
cycle unit, 94 percent availability and 8,760 hours per year).” 

This is a correct statement, (i.e., with two units rated at 60 MW and two units rated 
at 71 MW, if all four operate at an average capacity factor of 94% for one year 
(8,760 hours,) the maximum possible energy they could produce is 2.2 gigawatt-
hours).  However, as described earlier in the Draft EIR on page 2.1, it was never 
the intent to operate the units to this extent and they were not permitted for this 
amount of operation.  Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

With respect to the request for quantification of total energy demand, please 
refer to Topical Response No. 3 for a discussion of the amount of capacity 
needed to provide reserves and cover peak. 

With respect to the request to provide a breakdown by customer class and tariff, 
and a discussion of how resources are deployed to serve load, CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The additional 
detailed information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR and is not required by 
CEQA. 

L298-9 The description of the Project and environmental setting in the Draft EIR is 
accurate. 267 MW is the combined output of the existing Grayson Units 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 8A, 8BC, and 9. 

287 MW is what is available to Glendale if Grayson is not repowered and Units 1 
through 8 are retired: 

• Transmission imports via the Pacific DC Intertie – 100 MWTransmission 
imports from the Southwest – 100 MW 

• GWP’s share of Magnolia – 39 MW 
• Grayson Unit 9 – 48 MW 

L298-10 The text reference to 243 MW in the second paragraph of page 2.11 of the Draft 
EIR was in error by 4 MW and is being corrected as follows in the Final EIR: 

These interconnections allow GWP access to specific transmission 
systems as shown in Table 2-3 that allow GWP to import up to 243 
239 MW through transmission (without considering transmission line 
de-rates that are common during hot days when demand is also 
high). 

The value of 239 MW of import power capability shown in Table 2-3 is correct. 
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As compared to the IRP, The Draft EIR more accurately describes the import 
capacity available from the Magnolia Power Plant. GWP owns a 47 MW share of 
the Magnolia Power Plant. 8 MW of that capacity is only available if the duct 
burners are operated. Operation of the duct burners is very limited, and once 
they are called for, they cannot be used again that year. Thus those 8 MW are 
held as an emergency reserve. Accordingly, for all practical purposes, Magnolia 
only provides 39 MW, with that output falling to about 35 MW on a hot day. 

L298-11 The Draft EIR discussion of existing capacity is accurate. The 287 MW is what is 
available to Glendale if Grayson is not repowered: 

• Transmission imports via the Pacific DC Intertie – 100 MW  
• Transmission imports from the Southwest – 100 MW 
• GWP’s share of Magnolia – 39 MW 
• Grayson Unit 9 – 48 MW 

The loss of the single largest contingency, the Pacific DC Intertie, results in the loss 
of 100 MW, reducing the available capacity to 187 MW. 

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 3 for further information. 

L298-12 Section 4.11.2 of the Draft EIR discusses the current status and planned future of 
the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 11 and Response to Comment No. L239-1. 

L298-13 Commenter’s summary of the Draft EIR is acknowledged. With respect to 
commenter’s claim that reliability requirements can be satisfied with a smaller 
project, please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 4 and Response to 
Comment Nos. L298-2 and L298-3. 

L298-14 The City disagrees with this comment. The Draft EIR’s discussion of transmission 
capacity is accurate and complete. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L298-15 The Southwest AC transmission system is composed of multiple transmission lines, 
Thus, the loss of the largest of the transmission lines is smaller than the loss of the 
single Pacific DC Intertie transmission line. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 
for further information. 

L298-16 As stated in the Response to Comment No. L298-10, the stated value of 243 MW in 
the Draft was incorrect and is being corrected in this Final EIR to 239 MW. Similarly, 
in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIR, the 243 MW is incorrect and is being corrected in this 
Final EIR to 239 MW, as follows: 

Source Capacity  
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(MW) 
Total Peak Demand: 350 

Pacific DC Intertie (Single Largest Contingency) 100 
Southwest A/C transmission from the Victorville area via LADWP transmission line contracts 100 
Magnolia Power Project (peak summer load adjustment) 39 

Total Import Capacity: 239 
Total Import Capacity (23943 MW) minus Single Largest Contingency (100 MW) 139 
Additional Capacity Needed to Support First Outage (350 MW -13943 MW) 211 
Additional Capacity Needed to Recover and Support the System  71 
Generation Capacity from Exiting Grayson Unit 9 48 

Total Additional Capacity Needed to Meet Demand and Reliability Requirements: 23478 
Note: Additional electricity needed to recover and support the system assumes next single largest contingency is a 
71 MW combined cycle unit installed as part of the Repowering Project. Per reliability requirements, the operating 
reserve used to cover the single largest contingency must itself be restored within 60 minutes. 

 

After the loss of 100 MW, the 239 MW is reduced to 139 MW. 350 MW less 139 MW 
is 211 MW. The value of 211 MW is correct. Also, please refer to Topical Response 
No. 3. 

L298-17 The same 4 MW error discussed in Response to Comment No. L298-10 also carried 
over to the value of 278. 211 MW + 71 MW = 282 MW, 4 MW more than the value 
of 278 MW in Table 2-3. Additionally, Unit 9 was not accounted for, which reduces 
the 282 MW to 234 MW of required capacity from the repower. These errors do 
not change the analysis of environmental impacts and are being corrected in 
the Final EIR as follows: 

Source Capacity  
(MW) 

Total Peak Demand: 350 
Pacific DC Intertie (Single Largest Contingency) 100 
Southwest A/C transmission from the Victorville area via LADWP transmission line contracts 100 
Magnolia Power Project (peak summer load adjustment) 39 

Total Import Capacity: 239 
Total Import Capacity (23943 MW) minus Single Largest Contingency (100 MW) 139 
Additional Capacity Needed to Support First Outage (350 MW -13943 MW) 211 
Additional Capacity Needed to Recover and Support the System  71 
Generation Capacity from Exiting Grayson Unit 9 48 

Total Additional Capacity Needed to Meet Demand and Reliability Requirements: 23478 
Note: Additional electricity needed to recover and support the system assumes next single largest contingency is a 
71 MW combined cycle unit installed as part of the Repowering Project. Per reliability requirements, the operating 
reserve used to cover the single largest contingency must itself be restored within 60 minutes. 

 

Also, please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L298-18 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 5, and 7. The City experienced a peak 
load of 346 MW on September 1, 2017, which was rounded to 350 MW as shown 
in Section 2.3 and Figure 5-1 of the Draft EIR. This peak load occurred with the 
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City’s extensive energy efficiency and demand response programs in place, as 
described in Topical Response No. 7.   

L298-19 As stated in Appendix I: Load Forecast Details of the IRP, the data for projected 
energy efficiency savings through 2036 is based on data taken from a California 
report on the topic, entitled “Energy Efficiency in California’s Public Power Sector: 
A 2013 Status Report”. Energy efficiency targets through 2023 are actuals as 
reported to the California Energy Commission (CEC). Data for 2024 through 2036 
were extrapolated based on that data as shown in Exhibit 73 of the IRP. 

Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 7 for further information. 

L298-20 Time of Use rates exist for all customer classes. For customers with a demand of 
more than 500 kW, Time of Use rates are mandatory. For residential customers 
and small and medium business customers, the use of these rates is voluntary. 
GWP’s Automated Metering Infrastructure system does support default Time of 
Use Rates. New Time of Use rates for all classes are being developed as part of 
the City’s new Electric Cost of Service Study. 

Customers with a demand of 500 kW or more represent a significant portion, 
greater than 30%,77 of the City’s total load. The IRP compared the impact of 
expanded application Time of Use rates and determined a difference of 11 MW. 
Furthermore, the IRP considered Time of Use rates and concluded that there is 
little effect on peak load in 2035. 

Thus, the Draft EIR’s discussion of Project Need implicitly considered the benefit of 
Time of Use rates since (a) a significant portion of the City’s load is already subject 
to Time of Use rates, and (b) a significant portion of the Project’s capacity is 
driven by the need for reserves to cover transmission imports that are not 
materially impacted by Time of Use rates.  

L298-21 With respect to peak load, demand reductions, energy efficiency, and electrical 
vehicles, please refer to Topical Response No. 2 and Response to Comment Nos. 
L 298-18 and L298-19. Regarding the impact of Time of Use rates, please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-20. 

L298-22 Energy efficiency programs are in place, and the peak load of 346 MW occurred 
while the programs were in effect. The City does not agree that the energy 
efficiency and demand response programs can provide sufficient reductions to 
materially affect the need for the Project. Such reductions do not reduce the 
need for reserves and other ancillary services, and the potential reductions in 

                                                      
77 32.6% of FY 16-17 sales. 
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peak load are smaller than one of the four proposed units. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 2 and 7 and Response to Comment No. L298-19. 

SB 350 does not require a doubling of energy efficiency goals for publicly owned 
utilities. Rather the new law directs the State Energy Resources Conservation and 
Development Commission to establish annual targets for statewide energy 
efficiency savings and demand reduction that will achieve a cumulative 
doubling of statewide energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final 
end uses of retail customers by January 1, 2030. The law requires local publicly 
owned electric utilities to establish annual targets for energy efficiency savings 
and demand reduction consistent with this goal. 

In response to this requirement, on September 5, 2017, the State Energy Resources 
Conservation and Development Commission (informally known as the California 
Energy Commission, or the CEC) issued its DRAFT COMMISSION REPORT: Senate Bill 
350: Doubling of Energy Efficiency Savings by 2030 under docket number 17-IEPR-
06. This draft report recognizes that several actions must be addressed in meeting 
the ambitious doubling of the energy efficiency provisions include in SB 350, and 
proposed a bifurcation of the target setting to (1) establish an aspirational 2030 
energy efficiency savings goal based on a literal doubling of the 2013 target for 
publicly owned utilities, and (2) to establish annual statewide energy efficiency 
targets that are cost-effective, feasible, and that will not adversely impact the 
public health and safety based on the modeling of the various state, utility and 
non-utility programs.  

The City is actively working in collaboration with the California Municipal Utilities 
Association (CMUA), the Southern California Public Power Authority (SCPPA), the 
Northern California Public Power Authority (NCPPA), and other publicly owned 
utilities (Joint POUs) to support the CEC’s efforts. The Joint POUs have filed three 
sets of comments to the CEC docket on June 30, 2017, August 3, 2017, and 
September 17, 2017. As reported in September 17, 2017 comments, it is important 
to note that in our discussions with CEC Staff, staff further clarified that the CEC is 
not requesting an increase or change in utility energy efficiency programs, and 
that the targets included by the CEC for the purposes developing aggregated 
statewide energy efficiency targets do not supersede the goals set by local 
publicly owned electric utility governing boards. These important clarifications 
more accurately reflect the statutory responsibilities of both publicly owned 
utilities and the CEC related to energy efficiency targets. The City has met or 
exceeded its ambitious energy efficiency goals each year. However, 
notwithstanding the annual increase in the City’s energy efficiency goals and its 
successes in meeting those goals through GWP’s implementation of a full 
complement of energy efficiency and demand management programs, the City 
hit a peak load of 346 MW on September 1, 2017. 
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With respect to energy programs and results, since 2000, the City has invested 
over $46 million on energy efficiency and demand management programs to the 
benefit of GWP customers (an average investment of $2.7 million a year). Based 
on the life of installed measures, these programs have or will have saved over 
1.72 million MWh. This is enough meet the needs of over 220,500 single-family 
homes for a year. At today’s average electric rate, GWP energy efficiency 
programs will have produced over $320 million in customer bill reductions over 
the life of installed measures.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 7 for additional 
information. 

L298-23 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-19 through L298-22 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 7. 

L298-24 The City disagrees with this comment. The generation capacity for the Project 
does not considerably exceed the amount that would be required to attain 
reliability. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

With respect to the comment regarding claimed math errors, please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. L298-10, L298-16, and L298-17. 

The commenter mischaracterizes the purpose of the proposed Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project and its MW output. The purpose of the proposed Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is to control the release of methane from the 
Scholl Canyon Landfill. Methane is formed from the decomposition of organic 
material deposited into the landfill. As methane has a greenhouse gas warming 
potential twenty-one times greater than carbon dioxide, burning the methane 
gas and producing carbon dioxide is a preferred approach. Using the engines is 
preferred to the already permitted means of flaring the gas, as electricity is 
produced as a useful by-product. 

The proposed Biogas plant is expected to have an initial output of approximately 
9.5 MWnet, equivalent to what the landfill gas facility produces today, but output 
is expected to drop-off over the years as increasing amounts of organic material 
is diverted out of landfills. Because the Biogas Plant would be operated to control 
landfill gas, and is not, a dispatchable resource, the 9.5 MW was not included in 
the available resources. However, its exclusion does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the required size of the Project. 

For dispatchable resources, the City will have available the existing Unit 9, and 
the four new units for a total of 310 MW. These ratings are at the annual average 
temperature of 64oF. As the ambient temperature increases, the power output 
decreases due to the reduced density of the air entering the combustion 
turbines, increased parasitic electrical loads (for example cooling fans must run 
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harder), and reduced performance of the cooling towers. On a 95oF day, the 
expected output would fall to approximately 287 MW (including Unit 9). On the 
peak load day of September 1, 2017, the ambient temperature was 106oF (the 
record high for Glendale is 110oF), and thus the expected output would be 
somewhat less. 

For the reasons given above, the “excess natural gas generation” of 40 MW 
shown in the table does not exist. In fact, considering the need to serve peak 
load and cope with the loss of contingencies on a 106-110oF day, the Project is 
appropriately sized given the requirement of 234 MW (excluding Unit 9). Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

The City disagrees with the comments regarding over-investment in fossil-fueled 
generation and that the plant will satisfy demand that could otherwise be met 
with renewable energy, energy efficiency, demand response, and energy 
storage. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, and 16. Additionally, 
having a reliable, dispatchable supply of local thermal generation available to 
cover ancillary service requirements will allow Glendale to use its limited 
transmission capacity to import additional renewable and zero-carbon energy 
and will enable Glendale to manage increasing PV and renewable load growth 
within Glendale. As the state moves to higher and higher renewable and zero-
carbon mandates, having flexible, modern units will become increasingly 
important. As stated on page 2.9 of the Draft EIR: 

“The need for the Repowering Project is based on several factors, 
including providing reliable generating capacity, avoiding electric 
capacity shortages as identified in GWP’s governing Integrated Resource 
Plan, and facilitating the use of more renewable energy by freeing up 
transmission line capacity to bring more renewable-based electricity to 
Glendale. Additionally, the generating capacity needs to have the 
flexibility to operate efficiently over the wide range of loads.” 

L298-25 The Draft EIR included evaluation of an alternative with increased reliance on 
renewable energy and also considered a reasonable range of alternatives, as 
described in Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to consider every alternative recommended or demanded by 
commenters. In addition, the “Representative Resource Plan” presented by the 
commenter uses values that are not substantiated. For example: 

• The local solar PV is all “behind the meter” and is offsetting load that 
would otherwise be supplied by GWP and increase the system load, i.e., if 
the rooftop solar was not installed the system load would be higher. Thus, 
it cannot be counted against the peak load. 
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• GWP can and does incentivize customers to implement energy efficiency 
and demand response measures; however, GWP cannot guarantee that 
customer behavior will result in load reduction with the level of certainty 
required to ensure reliability. GWP could only rely on demand response 
management if it and the community were to accept and commit to 
implement rolling blackouts. The commenter’s proposed values for 
demand side resources are not supported by evidence, or immediately 
achievable. For the reasons discussed in Response to Comment No. L298-
24, the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project would have an 
installed capacity of 12 MW, with an expected net generating capacity 
of 9.5 MW, due to auxiliary load for the gas cleanup system.  

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 11 for additional 
information. 

The City disagrees with the comment regarding risk to ratepayers and over-
investment in natural gas generation. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 
L298-24. 

L298-26 During the temporary construction/repowering period for the Project, GWP has 
discussed with LADWP providing 50 MW off-peak and 75 MW on-peak in the short-
term. This capacity, combined with the 287 MW from transmission imports, the 
Magnolia plant, and Unit 9, would just cover the peak load. During the 
construction/repowering period, GWP’s ability to accommodate the loss of a 
contingency during high load periods (more than 280 MW) would be very limited.  

L298-27 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6.  

Unit 8 currently operates as combined-cycle units consisting of the following 
equipment: 

• Unit 8A, an FT-4 PowerPak combustion turbine generator, consisting of a 
single turbine and generator, with a heat recovery steam generator. 

• Unit 8BC, an FT-4 TwinPak combustion turbine, consisting of two turbines 
with a common generator, with a heat recovery steam generator.78  

• The Units 1 and 2 steam turbines, which are supplied steam from the Unit 
8A and Unit 8BC heat recovery steam generators. 

                                                      
78 Note that in the FT-4 design, the turbines and generator are not directly coupled, but do share a common exhaust.  
Thus, one turbine can be running while the other remains shut down, or both turbines can be running in parallel. 
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The Units 8A and 8BC combustion turbine generators were installed in 1977 and 
are forty years old. The Units 1 and 2 steam turbines were installed in 1941 and 
1947 respectively, and are at least seventy years old.  To continue to operate 
Units 8A and 8BC as combined-cycle units would be dependent on the 
continued operation of the Units 1 and 2 steam turbines.    

For the reasons described in Topical Response No. 6, retaining Units 8A and 8BC 
and the associated Units 1 and 2 steam turbines to continue operation as 
combined cycle units is not considered a viable strategy. 

Similarly, conversion of Units 8A and 8BC to operate as simple cycle units, while 
retiring Units 1 and 2, is also not considered a viable option for the following 
reasons: 

• As simple cycle units, their permitted operating hours would be limited to 
be consistent with how simple cycle units are currently permitted by 
SCAQMD, thereby reducing their operating flexibility, and 

• The existing heat recovery steam generators would need to be replaced 
with simple cycle emission control systems, which would require a 
substantial investment in units that, at their heart, would still rely on forty-
year-old equipment.  

L298-28 The Draft EIR includes analysis of a No Project Alternative and various other 
Project alternatives. As discussed in Topical Response No. 3, a significant portion 
of the Project’s capacity is driven by the need to provide reserves for the loss of 
the City’s largest resources. The need to provide those reserves will not change 
even when energy efficiency, demand response, and renewable energy are 
enhanced, because reliance upon energy imports is a foundational part of 
GWP’s energy supply strategy. 

In addition, the City’s analysis of the need for the Project takes into account, 
among other things:  

• Potential future changes to state law Renewables Portfolio Standard 
requirements (refer to, e.g., page 2.12 of the Draft EIR), which will make it 
necessary for the City to integrate renewables and use its limited 
transmission to import renewable and carbon-free energy (please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. L298-6 and L298-18, and the Topical 
Responses referenced therein); 

• The difficulty of relying exclusively on energy efficiency and demand 
response measures to guarantee load reductions (please refer to Topical 
Response No. 7); 
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• Private PV installations within Glendale will increase over time, but will not 
supplant the need for the Project (please refer to Topical Response No. 5); 

• Electric vehicle usage is projected to grow more rapidly than was 
assumed in the IRP, and that growth may either increase load or offset 
load decreases (please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 7); 

• The City is transmission-constrained and lacks sufficient land within 
Glendale upon which it can construct a photovoltaic or renewable 
energy installation to replace the Project (please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 3 and 5); 

• Battery energy storage technology is still developing and cannot, in and 
of itself, replace the Project (please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4); and 

• That SCAQMD regulations will require expensive air quality retrofits to the 
plant within the next 5 years for the plant to continue to operate (please 
refer to Topical Response No. 6). 

Even if energy efficiency, demand response, Time of Use rates, and photovoltaic 
generation eventually reduce load below current peak levels (and assuming 
such load reductions are not offset by increases in EV, changing weather 
patterns, or other factors), dispatchable thermal generation will continue to be 
necessary to balance intermittent load, to provide spinning and non-spinning 
reserves, to provide regulation and frequency response services, and to reliably 
serve GWP’s customers. 

The City disagrees with the comment that “Building a gas plant with a 40-year 
useful life that will become unnecessary early in its useful life . . . should be 
identified and evaluated as a potentially adverse impact of the project as 
proposed.” The return on investment of the Project is a policy concern and is not 
an environmental impact that requires analysis in the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-63. 

L298-29 The City currently meets, and will continue to meet the required Renewables 
Portfolio Standard mandates. The commenter incorrectly infers that the Project 
will regularly generate at the permitted level, producing 800 GWH of gas-fired 
generation per year. The City permitted more hours for the units than they are 
expected to run and still allow the City to achieve its Renewables Portfolio 
Standard targets. Those additional hours were permitted to provide sufficient 
operating hours to provide reserves to cover contingency losses. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-8. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8 for 
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further discussion of what was permitted. The Project was permitted for more 
hours than it is expected to operate for two reasons: 

1. As operating hours and starts cannot be shared between units, and must 
be permitted on a monthly and annual basis, each unit needed to be 
permitted with sufficient hours and starts in a month assuming the sister 
unit was unavailable. 

2. Sufficient operating hours needed to be permitted in the event of an 
extended outage on the Pacific DC Intertie (as has occurred in the past) 
as well as the N-1-1 case (please refer to Topical Response No. 3).  

L298-30 The generation capacity of the Project has been proposed to meet City peak 
load and reliability requirements. The Project has not been designed to sell power 
outside the City of Glendale and its economics do not depend upon sales 
outside the City of Glendale. The potential environmental impacts of the Project 
analyzed in the Draft EIR are based on plant operation parameters necessary to 
support the City in meeting its peak load. These operational parameters will 
become conditions of the Project’s air permit issued by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District and represent operational limits on generation units 
that cannot be exceeded. 

L298-31 The City disagrees with the commenter’s suggestion that the Project will increase 
long-term reliance on fossil fuels and commit the region to natural gas 
generation. The Project is designed and sized to meet peak load within the City 
and to comply with reliability requirements. Please refer to Topical Response No. 
3. The City does not intend to export natural gas generation to other load-serving 
entities and the Project is not sized for this purpose. Rather, the Project will be 
used to supply the City with spinning and non-spinning reserves and other 
ancillary services, and to serve peak load. Please also refer to Response to 
Comment No. L298-28. 

L298-32 GWP’s customers consumed approximately 1.1 million MWh in 2016. That energy 
was supplied by a variety of carbon free (64%) and carbon-based (36%) 
resources, as shown in the energy content data and Table 9-XX provided in 
Topical Response No. 1. The percentage of energy that GWP delivers to its 
customers from renewable and carbon-free resources has been growing for a 
number of years and is more than 25% ahead of the rest of the State on a 
percentage of renewable energy supplied basis (please refer to Topical 
Response No. 1). That will continue to be the trend into the future as GWP 
continues to meet and exceed the State’s renewable energy targets. As a 
consequence of supplying growing amounts of renewable energy, the 
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percentage of energy supplied by GWP from carbon-based sources will naturally 
decrease. Within these constraints, Grayson is still needed to: 

1. Provide spinning and non-spinning reserve as well as other ancillary 
services 

2. Serve peak load 

3. Provide a source of local power for emergencies 

The City disagrees that the Project will result in the production of considerably 
more natural gas-generated electrical energy. The Project will offset generation 
from the San Juan coal-fired plant in New Mexico (Glendale’s participation in 
that project ended in 2017) and will partially offset the generation from IPP, a 
coal-fired plant in Utah that is slated to be converted to a smaller natural-gas 
fired plant by 2025. The Project will allow Glendale to use its limited transmission 
entitlements to bring in more renewables, as described in Topical Response No. 1.  
The Project will not impede the City from meeting or exceeding the Renewables 
Portfolio Standard requirements. 

L298-33 The City disagrees that the Project will increase reliance on fossil fuel generation. 
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-31, L298-32 and L298-67. 

With respect to the claim that the Project would not meet the renewable content 
required by the Renewable Portfolio Standard, the bottom of page 8 of the IRP 
contains an assessment of the IRP’s preferred alternative plan for Grayson, 
wherein it states: 

“Environmental Stewardship: The preferred plan meets current renewable 
requirements, with flexibility to adapt to potential changes; although CO2 
emissions from local generation are expected to increase from current levels 
at Grayson due to re-powering, this is in part the result of displacement of less 
efficient natural gas-fired generation in the broader market of southern 
California; CO2 emissions from GWP’s coal-fired resources will be eliminated 
by 2025.”79 

As shown in the power content label for GWP described in Topical Response No. 
1, GWP procures 47% of the energy it delivers from eligible renewable resources 
that meet the requirements of the Renewable Portfolio Standard. GWP already 

                                                      
79 While the CO2 emissions will increase, they are completely offset and thus there is no significant impact.  
Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 
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exceeds the target for 2020 of 30% and is close to already meeting the 2030 
target of 50%. 

With respect to the claim that the Project constructs more natural gas generation 
than the City requires, please refer to Topical Response No. 3. With respect to the 
claim that there is a potentially significant impact from increased reliance on 
fossil fuel generation and with respect to the request for data regarding 
megawatt hours, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-31 and L298-32. 

The commenter’s statement that the City intends to export power is incorrect. The 
plant is being built to provide reserves, meet peak load, and provide a local 
source of emergency power. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3 for 
more information.  

L298-34 The City disagrees that the cost assumptions for utility storage are overstated. 
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-38. Additionally, the commenter is 
incorrect that smaller increments of battery storage were not considered in the 
Draft EIR regarding battery storage, A smaller-scale energy storage system was 
considered as part of the 200 MW Project Alternative discussed in Section 5.2.5 of 
the Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response No. 4 for additional information. 

Lithium-Ion batteries are today the predominant form of energy storage that 
could be sited within Glendale. Large energy storage technologies such as 
compressed air energy storage or pumped hydro are inconsistent with the siting 
possibilities within Glendale as discussed in Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIR. 

There are other energy storage technologies that are in development or nearing 
commercialization but have yet to be built in significant numbers. Liquid Air 
Energy Storage is one such technology. However, for the Draft EIR, only 
commercially-demonstrated technologies were considered feasible. Having only 
one facility, the City cannot afford the risk of building a facility with significant 
technology risk. A larger utility, with multiple facilities might undertake a more 
experimental development project at one facility, knowing that other facilities 
with commercially demonstrated technologies are available to ensure reliability 
of supply. 

L298-35 Renewable energy necessary to charge an energy storage system, whether it is 
geothermal, wind, or solar energy, is currently delivered to the City via 
transmission imports. The ability to charge an energy storage system is dependent 
on the availability of excess energy from transmission imports or local generation. 
Without sufficient local generation, on high load days, and with the loss of the 
single largest contingency, there is a significant shortfall in available energy 
overnight and in the morning hours that can be stored for use later in day as 
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shown in Figure 5-1 of the Draft EIR. Once the energy storage system is 
discharged, particularly during peak loads, the battery cannot be recharged until 
after system loads decrease below the available resources.  This is because all of 
the available resources are being used to serve the system load.  The City’s plan 
would be to utilize renewable energy to charge the battery, and would not start 
a combustion turbine to charge the battery, unless there was an emergency. 

If sufficient local generation was available to meet the capacity needs, the most 
effective use of a battery system would be to provide spinning reserve as it does 
minimize running units at low load to provide the spinning reserve. 

L298-36 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-35. 

L298-37 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-35. Additionally, it should be 
noted that while there are no SCAQMD permitting limits for battery operations, 
one must understand how the battery will be recharged.  If the battery is charged 
with combustion sources, those sources will be subject to operating limits.   

L298-38 The Draft EIR did consider energy storage systems alternatives, both as a stand-
alone system and in conjunction with a reduced size project.  Please see Topical 
Response No. 4. The City’s assumptions about the size and cost of the energy 
storage system were not arbitrary. Specifically, the pricing used in the Draft EIR 
assumed a lithium ion storage system because the majority of recent energy 
storage projects utilize this technology. As an example, the Pomona Energy 
Storage project is a 20 MW/80 MWh system located in Pomona, California that 
was completed in December 2016, utilizing lithium ion technology.  The publicly-
stated project cost on project sponsor’s website for that project $40-45 million, or 
$500,000 per installed megawatt-hour (MWh).  Please refer also to Response to 
Comment No. L298-34. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, costs are declining, and storage systems (battery system 
only, not including site and interconnect costs) today are being quoted at lower 
costs. Thus, the Draft EIR included “a twenty percent reduction in the estimated 
cost per MWh due to economy of scale” and used a cost of $400,000 per MWh. 

L298-39  CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the 
Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L298-40 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 7. The Project is a necessary 
component of Glendale’s long-term clean energy strategy. Renewable 
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generation imports and local renewable solar generation within the City are 
expected to increase over time. The City’s intent is to meet or exceed the 
mandated Renewable Portfolio Standard targets in Glendale’s portfolio. Since 
the publication of the Draft EIR, the City re-negotiated a firmed renewable 
energy contract to increase the renewable energy portion to 55% from 50% and 
to add a requirement for an additional 20% of carbon-free energy. 

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter 
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR 
and is not required by CEQA. 

L298-41 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

In 2002, GWP became one of the first municipal utilities to provide solar incentives 
to its customers to encourage new solar installations within the City. In addition to 
customer solar incentives, GWP has funded solar projects for Habitat for Humanity 
and other low-income housing developments in Glendale, as well as the City-
owned solar array at Glendale Community College. Since 2002, the City has 
invested over $17.6 million in solar projects in Glendale. These efforts have resulted 
in the construction of over 9.2 MW of local solar. These figures include $14.7 million 
in SB 1 expenditures through June 2018. Total SB 1 installations are estimated at 9 
MW. Aside from the various installations supported by GWP incentives, there is an 
additional 5.7 MW of solar installed in Glendale, bringing the total to 14.7 MW. 
These solar installations are estimated to generate approximately 23,000 MWh of 
electricity annually.  

With respect to SB 1, California passed SB 1 in 2006, and it went into effect on 
January 1, 2008. SB 1’s 10-year period expired on December 31, 2017. The aim of 
SB 1 was to build 3,000 MW of solar power over a 10-year period. To that end, it 
required utilities to offer solar incentive programs to all customer classes. Though 
the 10-year mandate expired on December 31, 2017, with the recommendation 
of GWP, the City Council continues to fund GWP’s residential solar incentive 
program. Funding for FY 17-18 was set at $950,000, and virtually all of the FY2017-
2018 funding has been allocated for customer projects. That is why GWP’s 
website says no funding is currently available. GWP intends to recommend 
continuation of program funding in its next Two Year Public Benefits Programs and 
Budgets report that will go to the City Council in spring 2018. Additionally, GWP 
intends to recommend the creation of a new Community Solar program that will 
allow renters and other residents that cannot otherwise participate in the current 
solar incentive program access to solar power. 
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Additionally, SB 1 did not set a mandatory MW target for POUs. Rather, the SB 1 
mandate called for statewide expenditures for SB 1 solar programs adopted, 
implemented, and financed by local POUs be set at seven hundred eighty-four 
million dollars ($784,000,000), with the expenditure level for each local publicly 
owned utility based on each utility’s percentage of the total statewide load 
served by all local publicly owned utilities. In percentage terms, GWP’s estimated 
pro-rata share of the total statewide publicly owned utility load is 1.95%. This put 
GWP’s share of the $784,000,000 publicly owned utility total expenditure cap at 
$15,271,816 over ten years. SB 1 allowed that expenditures could be less than the 
cap amount, provided that funding was adequate to meet demand for 
incentives required. GWP reported SB 1 program results annually to the CEC80. In 
compliance with SB 1, GWP budgeted $15.8 million to support solar incentives. Of 
that amount, GWP expended or will expend $14.7 million through June 2018 to 
install an estimated 9 MW in solar since inception. 

L298-42 The City does not receive tax credits from the installation of rooftop solar. The 
Grayson units will run as needed to allow GWP to supply peak load and provide 
reserves. To the extent that rooftop solar reduces peak load, GWP would provide 
less power and thus incur fewer GHG costs. Avoided Cap –and-Trade costs, or 
any savings that could be connected with renewable energy, does not result in 
environmental impacts and therefore such potential cost savings are not required 
to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L298-43 The Draft EIR analyzes an Alternative Energy Project Alternative in Section 5.2.3.  
Potential economic advantages of the evaluated alternatives are not an 
environmental impact issue and therefore potential cost savings associated with 
alternatives are not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5. 

L298-44 The Draft EIR analyzes an Alternative Energy Project Alternative in Section 5.2.3.  
Potential economic advantages of the evaluated alternatives are not an 
environmental impact issue and therefore potential cost savings associated with 
alternatives are not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 5. It should be noted that Solar City did 
engage with the City in 2015 to explore the potential for solar development on 
City reservoirs. In the end these projects were not pursued because the cost far 
outweighed the benefit of the project.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 5.  

                                                      
80 Please refer to http://www.ncpa.com/policy/reports/sb1/.  As stated in that report, GWP has established a goal of 
17MW, equivalent to GWP’s net energy metering cap of 5% of Glendale’s historic peak. While GWP has set a 17MW goal 
and continues to encourage rooftop solar installations, SB-1 set expenditures caps, not MW requirements. 
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L298-45 The Draft EIR analyzes an Alternative Energy Project Alternative in Section 5.2.3.  
Potential economic advantages of the evaluated alternatives are not an 
environmental impact issue and therefore potential cost savings associated with 
alternatives are not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5. 

L298-46 It is not realistic that sufficient amounts of new rooftop solar would be added 
within the GWP system in the next few years given the pace of solar rooftop 
additions. Thus, reliance on local distributed generation (additional rooftop solar) 
to replace the Grayson Project, in whole or in part, over the next few years is not 
a viable strategy to ensure the reliability of electrical service for the City.  
Furthermore, GWP is obligated to reliably serve its customers in both the short-term 
and the long-term. The Project is part of an integrated strategy to power 
Glendale with a diverse mix of resources and increasing reliance on renewable 
energy. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR 
for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 and Response 
to Comment No. L298-47.   

L298-47 The City does not agree with the commenter’s opinion that greatly increased 
distributed solar PV on residential and commercial rooftops and parking lots is 
currently a feasible strategy to reliably provide Glendale with sufficient power.  
The commenter’s suggestion would require the City to use private rooftops to 
develop sufficient rooftop solar capacity, combined with smart inverters and an 
energy management system. However, as discussed in Topical Response No. 5, 
the City does not have the ability to exercise site control of the many rooftops 
that would be required. 

With respect to solar PV on residential and commercial rooftops and parking lots, 
the Draft EIR did not conclude that solar PV in Glendale was not feasible in 
general; rather it concluded that distributed solar PV deployed on residential and 
commercial rooftops is not a feasible alternative to the Project because the 
adoption and implementation of solar PV projects on privately-owned property is 
voluntary and would not ensure a reliable power supply commensurate with the 
amount of power needed and with the reliability associated with utility scale 
projects. 

Glendale cannot rely upon solar and renewable energy to replace the Project 
and meet Glendale’s energy supply needs for the following reasons: 
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• In all of the years that rooftop solar has been available, and with GWP 
incentives, Glendale now has approximately 14.7 MW of solar. Based on the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) methodology, the IRP projects 
35 MW to 40 MW of installed rooftop solar within the City by 2030. Even if solar 
penetration was twice this projection, this would not be enough generation to 
meet Glendale’s needs. It would be imprudent from a reliability perspective 
to count on enough solar being built quickly enough to fully meet Glendale’s 
needs.  Please also refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

• Municipal finance laws restrict Glendale’s ability to pay for everyone in 
Glendale to have a solar roof, either through incentives or bond financing. 

• Glendale has considered utility-scale solar developments within the City but 
does not have sufficient land under its control for a project of the size that 
would be needed to meet Glendale’s energy needs. 

• Renewable energy is intermittent and requires a firm, dispatchable 
generation source (such as a power plant) to ensure that the supply of power 
is constant. Increases in solar energy within Glendale make the Project even 
more necessary because the Project will be needed to firm and shape and 
provide regulation and frequency response service to balance the solar 
resources. With imported renewables, Glendale can pay a premium price for 
the energy to have the renewable energy arrive to Glendale already “firmed 
and shaped.”  Glendale can either pay a premium to have the renewable 
energy transmitted and delivered firmed and shaped (and consume some of 
the transmission capacity in doing so), or firm and shape locally. 

• Because of its intermittent nature, renewable energy cannot be used to meet 
Glendale’s reliability requirements. 

• There is a 4 to 5-hour delta between the time of day when solar is at its peak 
and Glendale’s peak load. Batteries or power plant generation is needed 
cover this delta. Batteries cannot be used exclusively to firm and shape and 
provide ancillary services to balance the solar power, or to serve Glendale’s 
reserve needs, because during peak load periods, there is insufficient 
generation to both serve load and charge the batteries. 

That said, certainly there are opportunities for solar PV in Glendale, and the City 
continued to support those efforts through its solar incentive as evidenced by its 
continuation of its solar incentive program beyond the SB-1 sunset date. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 5. 
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The Draft EIR does not address modifications to the City's ongoing Feed-In-Tariff 
program because the Draft EIR need not address every potential alternative, and 
there is no assurance that sufficient capacity would be added within the 
timeframe needed.  

L298-48 The City utilizes a significant portion of its 200 MW of transmission capacity to 
import renewable and carbon-free energy, totaling 64% of the energy delivered 
to Glendale in 2016. Some portion of this transmission capacity is used for fossil-
based energy, such as base load power such as the Intermountain Power Plant 
(IPP), firming power that was contracted for in conjunction with renewable 
energy contracts, or spot market purchases to cover load during hot days and 
when Grayson units go offline. With the Project, some of this fossil power can now 
be replaced with additional renewable energy as described in Topical Response 
No. 1.  However, irrespective of the exact mix, the need for (a) additional 
capacity beyond what can be imported is needed to serve peak load, and (b) 
capacity is needed to have reserves available to cover the the loss of 
contingencies. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 1 for a discussion of how the Project will 
facilitate the increased use of transmission imports for renewable energy. 

L298-49 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L298-50 The City already has in place extensive energy efficiency and demand 
management programs, as described in Topical Response No. 7. Energy 
efficiency targets in California have been regulated for the last decade under 
the requirements of AB 2021 (Levine 2006), and GWP has been in compliance 
with AB 2021 since its adoption.   

Since the adoption of AB 2021, GWP has consistently met its energy efficiency 
targets. Please refer to 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/government/departments/glendale-water-and-
power/about-us/reports-plans/gwp-annual-energy-efficiency-program-results. 

The commenter suggests that demand reduction through load reductions be 
considered to reduce the commitment for the Project. Load shedding – rolling 
blackouts – is not something that the City would propose as an alternative to 
providing sufficient resources to avoid rolling blackouts. The commenter relates 
“demand response” to NERC criteria, which are related to “load shedding” in 
emergency conditions, and confuses these two distinct subjects. The NERC 
criteria related to load shedding are not the same as reducing load on a long-
term basis in the same way that energy efficiency and demand response 
programs pertain to long-term load reductions. A utility cannot rely upon load 
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shedding schemes to reduce peak loads because load shedding is a last resort 
short-term option necessary to ensure the stability and reliability of the electric 
system.  Load shedding is performed by turning off electric distribution system 
feeders to reduce the load on the system, resulting in rolling blackouts. 

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 7 and Response to Comment Nos. 
L298-19 and L298-22. 

L298-51 The obligation to prepare and file an IRP consistent with the requirements of SB 
338 is by the end of 2018. The City will comply with all applicable legal and 
regulatory requirements in its next IRP, just as it has done with its prior IRPs.  The 
Draft EIR does evaluate the feasibility of appropriate alternatives to meet the 
City’s needs. Please refer to Section 5 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response Nos. 
2, 4, 5 and 7. 

GWP’s current resource mix includes renewable generation, grid operational 
efficiencies, energy storage, and distributed energy resources (including energy 
efficiency) while ensuring reliability and compliance with legal and regulatory 
requirements.  

Moreover, the Project design has been evaluated to ensure that it minimizes local 
air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions while ensuring system reliability and 
minimizing impacts on ratepayer bills. The Project reduces local air pollutants and 
greenhouse gas emissions compared to the current plant, as described in Topical 
Response Nos. 8 and 9, and enables GWP to incorporate additional renewable 
resources, as described in Topical Response No. 1.. Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9 and 16.  

L298-52 The Draft EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives, as described in Topical 
Response No. 4. CEQA does not require a lead agency to consider every 
alternative recommended or demanded by commenters. Additionally, 
expanding the current Ice Bear program, which is described in Topical Response 
No. 7, by 10 to 20 MW would not reduce the size of the Project by even half of 
one unit.  

L298-53 Please refer to Topical Response No. 7 and Response to Comment Nos. L298-19, 
L298-22 and L298-50. GWP has already done what the commenter is suggesting 
and is in full compliance with AB 2021, which set targets for energy efficiency in 
California for most of the last decade. As described in Topical Response No. 7, 
GWP is one of the top performing publicly owned utilities in terms of energy 
savings since the adoption of AB 2021, having exceeded its established energy 
efficiency targets as reported to the CEC by an estimated 125% for the period 
2007 to 2017. 
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The City is also in compliance with AB 32, and will continue to undertake energy 
efficiency programs to reduce its load.  

However, even with these reductions, the need for the Project to ensure reliability 
is not negated. The City has invested over $46 million in energy efficiency 
programs since 2001. These programs have increased per capita energy savings 
from an estimated 17 KWh per capita in 2001 to a projected 96 KWh per capita in 
2017, a 566% increase or estimated total savings of 16 MWh. Notwithstanding this 
remarkable progress, GWP experienced an all-time peak load in 2017.  

With regard to the commenter’s suggestion that the City should adopt an energy 
efficiency charge similar to that mandated by the CPUC for Investor-Owned 
Utilities, the City does have an energy efficiency charge, known as the Public 
Benefit Charge, which GWP has leveraged to successfully implement energy 
efficiency and demand management programs. Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 5 and 7. 

Specifically, GWP has been in compliance with California Code, Public Utilities 
Code - PUC § 385 since its adoption on or about January 1, 1998. PUC § 385 
requires, among other things, that: 

(a) Each local publicly owned electric utility shall establish a nonbypassable, 
usage based charge on local distribution service of not less than the lowest 
expenditure level of the three largest electrical corporations in California on a 
percent of revenue basis, calculated from each utility's total revenue 
requirement for the year ended December 31, 1994, and each utility's total 
annual expenditure under paragraphs (1) , (2) , and (3) of subdivision (c) of 
Section 381 and Section 382 , to fund investments by the utility and other 
parties in any or all of the following: 

(1) Cost-effective demand-side management services to promote energy 
efficiency and energy conservation. 

(2) New investment in renewable energy resources and technologies 
consistent with existing statutes and regulations which promote those 
resources and technologies. 

(3) Research, development and demonstration programs for the public 
interest to advance science or technology which is not adequately provided 
by competitive and regulated markets. 

(4) Services provided for low-income electricity customers, including, but not 
limited to, energy efficiency services, education, weatherization, and rate 
discounts. 
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Per PUC § 385, the minimum “public benefit charge” is 2.95% of retail revenues. 
On January 1, 2008, Glendale City Council increased public benefits charge to 
3.6% (in excess of the state-required level), and it has remained at the rate ever 
since. 

L298-54 The Draft EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives, as described in Topical 
Response No. 4. CEQA does not require a lead agency to consider every 
alternative recommended or demanded by commenters. With regard to Time of 
Use rates, please refer to Response to Comment L298-20. 

L298-55 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9 regarding the use of GHG allowances and 
offset credits to offset emission from the Project pursuant to the California Cap-
and-Trade Program.   

California AB 32 (2006), the California Global Warming Solutions Act, mandates 
GHG reductions from 1990 levels on a programmatic basis. In 1990, GHG 
emissions attributed to GWP was approximately 604,000 metric tons. The Cap-
and-Trade Program includes emissions allocations to GWP based upon past 
operations and declines over time to reflect the program reduction goals. The 
annual allocation for 2021 is approximately 401,000 metric tons. The allocation for 
the year 2027 is approximately 227,000 metric tons and by 2030 the annual 
allocation is approximately 136,000 tons. 

Grayson provides only a portion of the entire mix of power supplied to the City of 
Glendale. Since 1990 Grayson annually produced between 10% and 16% of the 
entire amount of power that was distributed by GWP to its customers. The 
remainder of power needed to support the City has traditionally come from 
sources that have included coal-fired power plants. Historically, 24% of power 
came from IPP and San Juan Generation stations, which are coal-fired plants and 
emit GHG at rates of 0.91 and 1.09 MT/MWH (metric tonnes per megawatt-hour). 
The City has taken significant steps to reduce its reliance on fossil fuel power 
generation. The City has discontinued its relationships with San Juan and IPP will 
be repowered to exclude coal-based power. As clarified in Topical Response No. 
1 GWP’s use of renewable and other carbon-free electricity exceeds that of 
California on a whole.  

The Project provides the overall system stability needed to allow increased 
reliance on intermittent renewable sources. The Project does not displace 
renewable or carbon-free generation in GWP’s portfolio, but instead displaces 
other fossil-fueled generation that the City must depend upon today. As GWP 
implements the Project, it can more effectively meet the goals of AB 32 and the 
Cap-and-Trade Program objectives in two ways. First, the City will directly replace 
the lowefficiency units at Grayson with higher efficiency generating units. As 
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clarified in Topical Response No. 9, the efficiency of the existing power 
generating equipment is significantly lower than that of the Project. GHG 
emissions from the existing equipment are 0.66 – 0.85 MT/MWh, versus 
approximately 0.42 MT/MWh for the Project. The improved efficiency of the 
Project, relative to existing Grayson equipment, will result in lower emissions on a 
MT/MWh basis. 

Second, as described in Topical Response No. 1, by constructing the Project, the 
City can reduce its dependence on fossil-fueled power generation from outside 
the City and free up transmission capacity that is now consumed by fossil fuel-
based electricity. The additional transmission capacity can then be dedicated to 
additional renewable sources. 

The approximately 476,000 metric tons of GHG emissions attributed to the Project 
as reflected in the Draft EIR reflects maximum permitted operations, rather 
typically expected operations. As discussed in Topical Response No. 9, expected 
actual annual operations of the Project are much lower than maximum permitted 
operations. Based upon the “best estimate” emissions (which includes operating 
hours for reserves that may not be needed), annual GHG emissions from the 
Project are expected to be approximately 222,000 metric tons (approximately 
37% of GWP’s 1990 GHG inventory). 

On an annual basis, GWP must meet its Cap-and-Trade obligations by offsetting 
emissions. It can do so through a combination of mechanisms including 
surrendering allowances that CARB has allocated to the city, purchasing 
additional allowances through the CARB auction or advance sale program, 
purchasing additional allowances directly from other holders, and finally by 
purchasing offset credits directly from credit holders. GWP holds adequate 
allowances through 2027 to meet its expected compliance obligation based 
upon its projected typical annual utilization of Grayson after the Project is built. If 
in any year, GWP in unable to meet its compliance obligation solely by 
surrendering its own allowances, then the utility will take steps to acquire 
additional offsets to demonstrate compliance. While GWP may use offset credits 
for only a portion of its compliance obligation, it is not restricted in acquiring and 
surrendering additional allowance credits that are available to Cap-and-Trade 
program participants. 

L298-56 The City disagrees with the comment that waste of thermal energy from the 
combustion turbines should be evaluated in the EIR as an inefficient and wasteful 
energy practice. Combined heat and power was not considered as an 
alternative because: 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.294 

 

• It would lock GWP into running the units to provide thermal energy on a 
contractual basis even if the resulting electricity was not required because 
sufficient imports were available to cover load; and 

• Operating a unit as a combined heat and power plant would result in 
additional fossil-fueled generation within the City that would not count 
towards reserves, and reduce the amount of renewable energy that 
could be imported. 

In configuring the Project, the City utilized a mix of combined cycle and simple 
cycle technologies to ensure efficient operation. This allowed the Project to utilize 
the waste heat in the combined cycle units, which are the units that would be 
expected to operate the most hours, to maximize plant efficiency and reduce 
emissions per unit of energy produced. For the simple cycle units, which operate 
only for a few hours at a time, there would have been little benefit from the 
additional equipment to capture and utilize the waste heat because of their 
limited operation. 

L298-57 The City disagrees that the alternatives analysis provided in the Draft EIR is not 
accurate or complete. Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 4 and 5. 

While rooftop solar is growing and costs are declining on a per megawatt-hour 
basis, there are also intermittency issues with solar that must be supported with 
local generation or storage. Addressing these intermittency issues, or “firming and 
shaping,” add to the cost of solar energy and require dispatchable resources to 
counteract the intermittent output of a solar project to ensure a reliable, 
predictable source of energy. 

Natural gas markets have stabilized, and natural gas prices are expected to be 
stable for the next 20 years.81  

L298-58 Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR explains that Units 10 and 11 are the combined cycle 
units and Units 12 and 13 are the simple cycle units (“gas peakers”). The primary 
role of the peaking units is to provide: 

• 10-minute start capable non-spin reserve capacity 

• 10-minute start capable capacity to address peak load or contingency 
issues 

Please also refer to the Response to Comment No. L298-24 for clarification 
regarding the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project. The proposed 

                                                      
81 http://www.cmegroup.com/trading/energy/natural-gas/natural-gas.html  
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Biogas Plant is anticipated to have 12 MW of capacity, but would not provide 12 
MW of generation. 

L298-59 The Project must be constructed in the immediate future in order for GWP to be 
able to reliably meet load. The Grayson Power Plant is well beyond its useful life 
and is expected to fail by the early 2020s. (Please refer to Topical Response No. 
6).  Moreover, within the next 5 years, the City will be required to install costly air 
emissions retrofits on the boilers, or cease to operate the units based upon 
pending SCAQMD regulations. 

The issue of stranded assets is a concern in a changing regulatory environment.  
Combustion turbines burning natural gas, with the most stringent air emissions 
limits in the United States, are the cleanest fossil fuel and most cost effective 
“bridge” between the current requirements to provide reserves and meet load 
and the potential future requirements. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, without the Project, Glendale will not be able to 
reliably meet the energy needs of its customers. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 3, 6, 8, 9 and 16. 

L298-60 The Project provides value whether or not it is operating because it will provide 
non-spinning and spinning reserves and other ancillary services.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 3. Commenter relies upon the IRP; however, the tables 
shown in the IRP on page 66 do not consider reserve requirements. Without the 
Project, GWP would only have available the resources shown in Table 1 below. 
With the single largest contingency (loss or outage of the Pacific DC Intertie line), 
GWP would only have 187 MW available.  In the event that next largest 
contingency is lost (in this scenario, the 48 MW loss of Unit 9), GWP would only 
have 139 MW available. 

TABLE 1: 

Resource Base Case N-1 Case N-1-1 Case 
Pacific DC Intertie 100 MW 0 MW 0 MW 
Southwest Transmission 100 MW  100 MW  100 MW  
Magnolia Share 39 MW 39 MW 39 MW 
Unit 9 48 MW 48 MW 0 MW 
Total 287 MW 187 MW 139 MW 
Peak Load 350 MW 350 MW 350 MW 
Reserve (+)/Shortfall (-) -63 MW -163 MW -211 MW 

 
For the period from January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2017, the City’s load 
exceeded the following load thresholds for the number days and hours shown: 
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TABLE 2: 

Load Greater Than Number of Days Number of Hours 
187 MW 271 2021 
200 MW 213 1490 
225 MW 125 756 
250 MW 67 355 
275 MW 27 136 
300 MW 10 44 
325 MW 3 10 

 

Thus, the Project would provide requisite energy to ensure reliability for a 
significant percentage of time. Table 2 does not reflect the additional hours units 
are needed to provide reserves. 

L298-61 The City disagrees with the commenter’s claim that the City is proposing $100 
Million of generation to run for 3.8 hours over ten years. Please refer to Response 
to Comment No. L298-60. With respect to load shedding, demand response and 
energy efficiency, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-50 and L298-
53. 

L298-62 This comment summarizes certain legislation and statements in the Draft EIR, and 
the comment is noted. 

L298-63 The City disagrees with the claims that the economic value of the Project is highly 
compromised and that the Project is not cost-effective due to potential future 
state legislation. Even assuming future changes in state legislation are adopted 
that mandate a higher percentage of renewables in Glendale’s portfolio by 2045 
or another date, the Project is necessary to serve the immediate energy needs of 
the City.82 The City used an economic life of 30 years for the Project, which is 
conservative relative to the stated replacement life of forty-one years contained 
in Section 5.2.1.1 of the Draft EIR.  

Additionally, modern, flexible, dispatchable, clean-burning, energy efficient Units 
with a low heat rate are a prudent, necessary, and financially-sound investment. 
With a modernized power plant, GWP will have the capability to balance and 
regulate intermittent renewable load, to provide a local source of power for 
emergencies, to utilize its limited transmission capacity for renewable and zero 

                                                      
82 It should be noted that the S.B. 100 legislation proposed in 2017, and discussed in the Draft EIR at page 
2.12, proposed a 100% renewables portfolio and zero carbon standard by 2045 – the legislators did not 
assume, and it is not realistic to assume, that 100% renewable and zero carbon energy is achievable by the 
early 2020s, when the power plant is expected to fail or to be taken offline due to new SCAQMD 
rulemaking. 
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carbon energy, and to meet its own spinning, non-spinning and ancillary service 
requirements at a lower cost that is within the City’s control. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 3 and Response to Comment No. L298-59.     

L298-64 The City disagrees with the suggestion that the Project will make it more difficult 
for the City to comply with potential future renewables portfolio requirements.   

In addition, City has encouraged and will continue to encourage distributed 
energy resources within the City through its rebates and its many, successful 
Public Benefit Charge Programs. Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 298-6 
and 298-66, and Topical Response Nos. 1, 5 and 7. The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for the decision-makers’ 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the Project. 

L298-65 The economic impact on ratepayers is an economic policy consideration and 
not an environmental consideration that needs to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
That being said, Glendale disagrees that the local ratepayers are being asked to 
take on significant capital risk. The larger risk for ratepayers is from not repowering 
Grayson as proposed, but rather to pay higher rates to import power, higher rates 
on other technologies (e.g., rooftop solar proposals, battery storage, solar fields, 
wind farms), or suffer power outages. The Project is necessary to reliably serve 
load, to integrate renewables, to provide power in an emergency, and to meet 
reserve requirements. Because of the age of the power plant, it is expensive to 
run, expensive to maintain, unreliable, inefficient, and requires the City to 
purchase ancillary services from others at an extremely high cost that the City 
cannot control. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, 6, and 7 and Response 
to Comment Nos. L298-6, L298-63, and L298-67.  

With regard to the comment regarding the “long-term commitment to reliance 
on fossil-fired generation, please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-66 and 
Topical Response No. 1.  

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-makers’ consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the Project. 

L298-66 The Project is not a commitment to a single technology. As the GWP power 
content label demonstrates, the City has made long-term commitments to a 
variety of technologies, the bulk of which are eligible renewable or carbon-free. 
Additionally, the City has also invested in energy efficiency, demand response, 
and rooftop solar. 

The Project is a long-term commitment to providing a stable, reliable source of 
dispatchable energy to firm and shape, and balance intermittent renewable 
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resources. As renewable resources become a larger percentage of GWP’s 
resource mix, it will become even more critical to have a dispatchable, 
controllable energy source that can offset the intermittent output of renewable 
energy. 

The Project is not intended to simply provide energy. The value of the Project is in 
its flexibility to provide spinning and ten-minute start non-spinning dispatchable 
reserves, its ability to respond to intermittent renewable resources, its ability to 
generate in emergency situations, and its potential to generate in the event of 
the loss of other energy resources. Renewable resources cannot do these things, 
and the Project does not displace renewable energy; it facilitates GWP’s ability to 
incorporate renewables into its portfolio. 

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L298-67 The City’s commitment to the Project will ensure stable electric rates and reliable 
service to its customers as new technology is developed and introduced. The City 
has incorporated renewable generation, energy efficiency, and energy storage 
systems into its resource mix and has been closely monitoring the advancements 
and developments in these areas. The Project is not an investment in “expanded” 
fossil fuels; instead, it is a replacement of existing, inefficient units with more 
efficient, cleaner units that enable and facilitate GWP’s ability to incorporate 
renewables into its portfolio.  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 16.  

L298-68 The City disagrees with the suggestion that the Project will make it more difficult 
for the City to comply with potential future renewables portfolio requirements.   

It is outside the scope of analysis required by CEQA to “evaluate the impact of 
locking the City into long-term commitments for fossil-fired generation” for the 
purposes of complying with SB 350’s increasing renewable content requirement. It 
is also outside the scope of analysis required by CEQA to “analyze and explain 
and quantify the renewable content that it will be able to achieve if the project is 
implemented.” Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L298-67 and 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L298-69 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 959-8. The City meets, and will continue 
to meet, the California Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements. Please refer 
to Topical Response No. 1. 

L298-70 The City acknowledges the description of the Energy Storage Project Alternative 
included in the Draft EIR. The City disagrees with the suggestion that the 
alternative is obviously unrealistic. The City included analysis of the Energy 
Storage Project Alternative because a Project alternative involving large 
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capacity energy storage system at the Grayson site was deemed a potentially 
feasible Project alternative worthy of further evaluation. As noted in the Draft EIR, 
upon further evaluation, however, the City determined that it does not feasibly 
meet the Project objectives to the same extent as the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 4. 

L298-71 The City acknowledges the general description of the Alternative Energy Project 
Alternative included in the Draft EIR. The City disagrees with the commenter’s 
suggestion that the Alternative Energy Project Alternative was included with full 
knowledge that it would be dismissed due to economic and environmental 
obstacles to expanded transmission. The Alternative Energy Project Alternative 
first analyzed the City’s ability to site a wind or solar project within the City, which 
would not implicate expanded transmission issues. The Draft EIR analysis 
determined that the City does not own sufficient land to support a large enough 
solar or wind facility with the same generation capacity as the Project. However, 
the fact that the City may not currently own or control sufficient suitable land for 
this alternative within City limits does not render its consideration inappropriate. 
Because the primary purpose of an EIR is to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental effects, the alternatives discussion is focused on alternatives to the 
project that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effect of the Project, even if those alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the Project objectives or would be costlier. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(b).  

Once Alternative Energy Project Alternative development within the City limits 
was determined to be infeasible because of the cost associated with acquisition 
of sufficient suitable real estate for such project, the Draft EIR described the 
known economic and environmental challenges that would be associated with a 
solar or wind project outside the City limits. Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 
4 and 5 for further information. 

L298-72 This is a general statement about the 150 MW Project Alternative. The comment 
does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in 
the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 

L298-73 This is a general statement about the 200 MW Project Alternative. The comment 
does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in 
the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s 
deliberations on the Project. 
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The City notes that the commenter’s assertion that the 200 MW Project Alternative 
was “rejected” due to battery charging, maintenance, and disposal concerns is 
not accurate. The 200 MW Project was and remains a viable option for the City. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L298-74 The City disagrees that the discussion of Project alternatives in the Draft EIR is 
ambiguous. The Draft EIR explains that Unit 9 will operate with or without the 
Project. Accordingly, the 150 MW and 200 MW Project Alternatives would result in 
an overall plant capacity of approximately 200 MW and 250 MW respectively. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L298-75 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 4 and 5. 

L298-76 The Draft EIR includes analysis of each Project alternative’s ability to meet the 
Project objectives. Please refer to Sections 5.2.1.2, 5.2.2.3, 5.2.3.3, 5.2.4.3, 5.2.5.3 
and Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. With 
respect to comments relating to the ability of the City to comply with current and 
potential future Renewable Portfolio Standards, please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L298-33 and Topical Response No. 1. 

L298-77 The City’s decision to make it an objective of the Project to locate energy 
production facilities on a site that is already devoted to energy production is 
logical. By proposing necessary electrical utility facilities at a location where such 
facilities are already located and are soon to fail, the Project would avoid 
environmental impacts that would necessarily occur in developing new facilities 
at a different site. The City disagrees that such an objective presupposes the 
Project, as demonstrated by Project alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
Energy Storage Project Alternative and the 150 MW and 200 MW Project 
Alternatives would all be different projects, also located at the Grayson site. In 
addition, the City considered alternative sites as described in Section 5.3.1 of the 
Draft EIR, so this Project objective was not used as a reason to eliminate an 
alternative project from consideration. The Draft EIR includes a reasonable range 
of alternatives, as described in Topical Response No. 4. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5 with respect to distributed energy. 

L298-78 The comment requests information about the total gas-fired generation capacity 
under each of the alternatives, and that information is provided below. The 
following information does not change the analysis of environmental impacts or 
Project alternatives in the Draft EIR and is provided for informational purposes: 

Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative 

• Unit 9 would be the only gas-fired generation. 
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Alternative 2 – Energy Storage Project Alternative 

• Unit 9 would be the only gas-fired generation. 

Alternative 3 – Alternative Energy Project Alternative 

• Unit 9 would be the only gas-fired generation. 

Alternative 4 – 150 MW Project Alternative 

• Unit 9, plus three simple cycle units totaling approximately 200 MW. 

Alternative 5 – 200 MW Project Alternative 

• Unit 9, plus two simple cycle units and one combined cycle unit totaling 
approximately 250 MW. 

L298-79 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L298-80 The 150 MW Project Alternative was based upon three 50 MWnet combustion 
turbines operating in simple cycle. If a 50 MW83 contingency is used, instead of 
the 71 MW contingency associated with the 200 MW Project Alternative and the 
Project, the 150 MW Project Alternative does not provide sufficient capacity to 
meet reserve requirements as illustrated by the following table: 

 
Expected Available Resources at Average Annual Conditions 

Resource Base Case N-1 Case N-1-1 Case 
Pacific DC Intertie 100 MW 0 MW 0 MW 
Southwest Transmission 100 MW  100 MW  100 MW  
Magnolia Share 39 MW 39 MW 39 MW 
Unit 9 48 MW 48 MW 48 MW 
Simple Cycle 1 50 MW 50 MW 0 MW 
Simple Cycle 2 50 MW 50 MW 50 MW 
Simple Cycle 3 50 MW 50 MW 50 MW 
Total 437 MW 337 MW 287 MW 
Peak Load 350 MW 350 MW 350 MW 
Reserve (+)/Shortfall (-) +87 MW -13 MW -63 MW 

 

As can be seen from the table above, the 150 MW Project Alternative, relying on 
the turbines alone, does not provide sufficient capacity to meet reserve 

                                                      
83 The 54 MW LM6000 PG SPRINT turbine used by PACE for their modeling in the IRP was a proxy for a simple cycle turbine 
(along with a Wartsila reciprocating engine and a LM6000 PG SPRINT in combined cycle for the combined cycle 
alternative).  The Draft EIR was based on generic “50 MW class” combustion turbines.   
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requirements, there being a shortfall of 13 MW for the N-1 case and 63 MW for the 
N-1-1 case. That was the basis for stating that the 150 MW Alternative 
necessitated building additional transmission capacity to provide the requisite 
total capacity. 

The discussion within the Draft EIR regarding building a new transmission line was 
based upon the difficulty of obtaining the rights-of-way in and outside of urban 
areas required to construct new transmission lines that would be required to 
connect with the GWP system. The permitting process for long linear structures 
such as transmission lines in rural areas, and even for non-visible linear projects 
such as pipelines, is an arduous process. In urban areas, such as Glendale and 
the Los Angeles Basin, the difficulty is compounded by land availability, land cost, 
and potential need to use eminent domain for property acquisition. 

The City does not have existing transmission lines that could be upgraded or 
empty rights-of-way that could be utilized. The City’s transmission access is wholly 
dependent on pathways through the LADWP system. To add transmission 
capacity would require obtaining additional firm transmission rights, i.e. 
transmission capacity that is reserved for the City’s use, akin to the City’s 
transmission rights on the Pacific DC Intertie and the lines from the southwest 
area. 

GWP has previously explored the availability of additional transmission capacity. 
GWP is surrounded by the LADWP transmission system. A detailed study of the 
LADWP-Glendale interconnection was performed when the Valley Generating 
Station was repowered in 2006. A follow-up study was performed in 2009, and a 
brief review in 2011. The studies showed that the power transfer capability 
between the two systems is limited by system electrical stability and congestion 
considerations, as well as conductor size and voltage stability. 

Some attempts to improve the power transfer capability from LADWP to GWP 
have been made. The proposed Tri Cities Transmission Project to bring a new 230 
kV underground line from LADWP’s Toluca substation to the cities of Glendale, 
Burbank and Pasadena was cancelled because of the expense and the 
expected disruption to the cities caused by construction of the transmission lines. 

The City has also undertaken studies regarding the feasibility of connecting to the 
CAISO transmission system. In 2014, GWP conducted a study to assess the 
feasibility of interconnecting to Southern California Edison, and hence the CAISO 
controlled transmission system.  Since a utility can only be a member of one 
balancing authority, this would have required opening the circuit breakers for the 
230 kV connection to LADWP at the Airway substation. Closing the LADWP 
breakers to improve power transfer, or as backup even if LADWP is not the 
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Balancing authority, parallels the LADWP and SCE systems causing major 
problems in the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC)84 network that 
could not be reasonably mitigated. 

The study addressed short circuit duties, load flow, and dynamic and transient 
stability at various locations where Glendale could build a 220 kV substation and 
connect to SCE 220 kV lines. The study concluded that the power transfer into 
GWP would not be increased, that changes to the connection to Burbank Water 
& Power for the Magnolia imports would be required, a number of circuit breakers 
would need to be upgraded to cope with higher short circuit duty currents, and 
the electrical feasibility remained questionable due to certain WECC 
requirements.  

In March 2017, as part of the Project, a detailed analysis of the Glendale, Burbank 
and LADWP electric systems was performed using the 2022 Western Electric 
Coordinating Council model which included short circuit, load flow, and static 
and dynamic stability. The studies indicated significant difficulty in increasing the 
power transfer to Glendale with the existing electric interconnection. 

The City studied connecting to the existing SCE/CAISO facilities at Eagle Rock 
Substation and the 220 kV transmission lines that pass-through Glendale from 
Eagle Rock to Sylmar, as well as constructing a new transmission line connection 
between the GWP and the CAISO controlled transmission system. As no such 
existing transmission corridor exists, this would entail obtaining new right-of-way 
and building a transmission line through a densely-urbanized area. 

To ensure reliability, so that all the power interchange between GWP and CAISO 
does not flow over a single circuit, it is preferable to have at least two circuits that 
do not share common structures, i.e., both circuits are not on the same 
transmission towers, complicating construction particularly when rights-of-way do 
not currently exist. 

Several meetings were held with SCE Transmission and substation engineers to 
discuss an Eagle Rock interconnection. Interconnecting to Eagle Rock Substation 
would require substantial modifications as sufficient area does not exist for 
additional double bus breakers and SCE would need to replace a number of high 
voltage breakers. None of the options could provide the capacity or the N-1 

                                                      
84 The Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) is an independent organization that works with 
balancing authorities, transmission owners, and transmission operators across the West to further the 
common theme of grid reliability.  The WECC is geographically the largest and most diverse of the eight 
Regional Entities with delegated authority from the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) 
and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).  The WECC Region includes the Canadian provinces of 
Alberta and British Columbia, all or portions of fourteen western states, and the northern portion of Baja 
California, Mexico. 
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reliability of the LADWP interconnection, and none of the options except a new 
220 kV line would yield more than about 120 MW. 

Electrical short circuit and load flow studies confirmed a number of system and 
operating problems that would need be addressed. The Magnolia Power Plant 
ties to LADWP as well as to Glendale, which would necessitate phase shifting the 
lines coming from Magnolia if GWP were to interconnect to the CAISO.  The 
studies also predicted an increase in circulating reactive currents with an 
interconnection to Eagle Rock Substation. 

The commenter relies upon the availability of “transmission rental” to offset a 43 
MW shortfall in capacity discussed in the IRP based on the pricing contained in 
the IRP. As discussed in the Response to Comment No. L298-3, “transmission 
rental” is not available on a long-term basis, and current pricing for “transmission 
rental” is much more expensive than what was described in the IRP. Transmission 
capacity is only available on a one–year basis, with no assurance that the same 
capacity will be available in subsequent years. Thus, long-term reliance on short-
term “transmission rental” is not a reliable long-term planning strategy.  Please 
refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is not part of the Project, but is a 
related project for purposes of the Draft EIR cumulative impacts analysis, as 
described in Response to Comment No. L298-24. 

Refer to Topical Response No. 7 for a discussion regarding GWP’s energy 
efficiency programs. The commenter mischaracterizes the requirements of SB 350.  
Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-22 and L931-2. 

L298-81 A combined cycle unit was not considered for the 150 MW Project Alternative 
because a 50 MW combined cycle unit is substantially more expensive than a 50 
MW simple cycle unit, and also is more expensive on a cost per kilowatt capacity 
basis than a combined cycle unit utilizing a 50 MW combustion turbine. 

The 150 MW Project Alternative would be dependent upon the addition of 
additional transmission capacity to meet capacity requirements because load 
would exceed available resources, which would result in new environmental 
impacts that would not occur with the Project. 

L298-82 The 200 MW Project Alternative must have a storage component to meet 
reliability requirements as well as peak load because the Project need is 234 MW. 
The 200 MW Project Alternative would provide the City with the following 
resources: 

Expected Available Resources at Average Annual Conditions 
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Resource Base Case N-1 Case N-1-1 Case 
Pacific DC Intertie 100 MW 0 MW 0 MW 
Southwest Transmission 100 MW  100 MW  100 MW  
Magnolia Share 39 MW 39 MW 39 MW 
Unit 9 48 MW 48 MW 48 MW 
Combined Cycle Unit 10 71 MW 71 MW 0 MW 
Simple Cycle Unit 12 60 MW 60 MW 60 MW 
Simple Cycle Unit 13 60 MW 60 MW 60 MW 
50 MW/4 Hour Battery 50 MW 50 MW 50 MW 
Total 528 MW 428 MW 357 MW 
Reserve (+)/Shortfall (-) +178 MW +78 MW +7 MW 

 
Expected Available Resources on 95 oF Day 
Resource Base Case N-1 Case N-1-1 Case 
Pacific DC Intertie 100 MW 0 MW 0 MW 
Southwest Transmission 100 MW  100 MW  100 MW  
Magnolia Share 35 MW 35 MW 35 MW 
Unit 9 45 MW 45 MW 45 MW 
Combined Cycle Unit 10 64 MW 64 MW 0 MW 
Simple Cycle Unit 12 57 MW 57 MW 57 MW 
Simple Cycle Unit 13 57 MW 57 MW 57 MW 
50 MW/4 Hour Battery 50 MW 50 MW 50 MW 
Total 508 MW 408 MW 344 MW 
Reserve (+)/Shortfall (-) +158 MW +58 MW -6 MW 

 
The Biogas Renewable Generation Project was not included for the reasons 
explained in Response to Comment No. L298-24 and Topical Response No. 11. 

L298-83 The commenter’s assumption that Units 8A and 8BC can continue to operate 
because they are newer – having been installed in 1977 – is not correct. Units 8A 
and 8BC operate as combined cycle units and their operation is dependent on 
the Units 1 and 2 steam turbines. Additionally, from an emissions perspective, Units 
8A and 8BC are obsolete and their current operation would not meet the new 
SCAQMD emissions standards expected to be adopted later this year. Please 
refer to Response to Comment No. L298-27 and Topical Response No. 6. 

L298-84 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-27 and L298-83 and in Topical 
Response No. 6. 

L298-85 Units 8A and 8BC have reached the end of their useful life and continuing to run 
them while the other units are replaced is not a viable alternative. Units 8A and 
8BC are combined cycle units that operate in conjunction with the Units 1 and 2 
steam turbines. The combined output of the Units 1, 2, 8A, and 8BC turbines is 127 
MW. Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-27, L298-83 and L298-84 and 
Topical Response No. 6. The comments regarding investment in fossil fuel 
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generation and future renewable portfolio mandates are addressed in Response 
to Comment Nos. L298-31, L298-32 and L298-67. 

L298-86 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-85 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. The need for the Project at its proposed size ensures GWP can meet its 
reliability and load requirements for the duration of the Project; if the IRP’s load 
forecasts are correct, the Project would still be needed at its proposed size before 
the efficiencies take effect. 

L298-87 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

If a large amount of rooftop solar were to be developed within the City, it would 
necessitate (1) significant long-term energy storage capability to time shift energy 
not only from day to evening, but seasonally as well85, and/or (2) a short-term 
energy storage or local generation to provide firming for intermittency. 

L298-88 As explained in to Response Comment No. L298-24, the proposed Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is expected to produce at most 9.5 MW, and that 
value is expected to decline over time as the percentage of inorganic waste 
going into the landfill increases. Additionally, the proposed Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project will be operated to manage the landfill gas, and not as a 
dispatchable resource. Please refer to Topical Response No. 11. 

As discussed in Topical Response No. 5, the City previously invited investigation of 
the potential for solar development at Scholl Canyon and there was no interest 
because it was an active landfill that is subject to settlement as the material 
within the landfill decays. Because this settlement process will continue even after 
closure, a site like Scholl Canyon is not suitable for utility scale solar development. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L298-89 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5 for a discussion as to why the acreage 
described by the commenter could not be feasibly developed for a renewable 
energy project, and why privately-owned rooftops outside the City’s control 
cannot be relied upon by the City to provide reliable energy to the City’s 
customers.  

In addition, the Alternative Energy Project Alternative in the Draft EIR evaluated 
development of a solar PV power plant of the same capacity as the Project. This 
capacity could be achieved only at noon and would be less at other hours when 
the sun is lower in the sky. Thus, solar PV power plants have an annual capacity 

                                                      
85 Homeowners that have rooftop solar already see this effect where they over-generate during the late spring, summer, 
and early fall delivering energy into the distribution system, but under-generate during the late fall, winter, and early 
spring drawing energy from the distribution system to meet their needs. 
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factor of approximately 18-25%86 when considering weather conditions (cloud 
cover/shading), seasonal fluctuations in daylight hours, and seasonal and daily 
angle of the sun that impact output amount. 

A generation resource as proposed for Grayson is not so constrained, and can 
operate up to its air permit limits. 

The commenter arrived at a total of 1,282 acres being available for development 
of solar projects, a combination of 73787 acres of rooftops, 535 acres of landfill, 
and 10 acres at the Project site. As discussed in Topical Response No. 5, rooftop 
solar not under the City’s control cannot be developed when the City needs it. As 
discussed herein above and in Response to Comment No. L298-88 and Topical 
Response No. 5, Scholl Canyon Landfill is not suitable for development. The 
Project site would be needed for the requisite energy storage system to 
accompany the solar PV.  

Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L298-87. 

L298-90 As the commenter has already noted, and as reflected in Glendale’s 2016 Power 
Content Label reproduced in Topical Response No. 1, GWP already obtains 
about 64% of its energy from carbon-free sources. As the percentage of energy 
from carbon-free sources increases over time, the amount of energy provided 
from carbon-based energy is expected to decline. However, that does not 
obviate the need to provide dispatchable capacity to address the intermittency 
associated with wind and solar renewable resources, as well as meeting peak 
loads and providing reserves. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

The commenter also focuses on the total number of MWh generated from the 
plant, ignoring the capacity MW that would be required to serve peak load (350 
MW). Please refer to the “Power versus Energy” discussion in Topical Response No. 
2. 

Contrary to the unsubstantiated opinion in this comment, rooftop solar, landfill 
biogas, and solar on the landfill site cannot supply 80% of the City’s electricity. For 
example, 80% of the City’s peak energy needs would be 80% of 350 MW, or 280 
MW; landfill biogas supplies approximately 9.5net MW, leaving 270 MW to be 
served by rooftop solar and solar at a landfill and/or other site(s). As described in 
the Draft EIR, 1 MW requires approximately 4 to 6 acres of land. Accordingly, a 

                                                      
86 The specific value depends on the technology selected as well as location.  For example, in Glendale, NREL System 
Advisor Model predicts an approximate 18% capacity factor for fixed axis solar PV.  Single or dual axis trackers would 
have greater capacity factors, up to approximately 25%. 
 
87 737 acres matches the value presented in Comment No. L298-87.  We believe the 373 acres in Comment No. L298-89 is 
a transposition. 
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270 MW solar plant would require roughly 1,310 acres, or about 2 square miles. 
This far exceeds the available land available at the landfill site. As noted in 
Response to Comment No. L298-88 herein above, the landfill site was eliminated 
from consideration for a utility-scale solar project because, among other reasons 
such as ongoing site settlement, it is not large enough to develop as a utility-scale 
solar facility capable of producing sufficient MWs to meet the City’s energy 
needs. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 5.  

L298-91 As described in Topical Response No. 3, the Project is necessary because the 
existing Grayson plant is at the end of its useful life and it will ultimately fail in the 
early 2020s. The commenter’s suggestions that Glendale’s power could be 
supplied by landfill gas and rooftop solar would require a significant amount of 
time to implement and are infeasible. In addition, such strategy would not 
provide for reserves, would not provide a dispatchable resource that could be 
used in the event of the loss of the solar resources, and would not meet peak 
load. Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 3, and 5 for additional information. 
With regard to the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project, please refer 
to Response to Comment No. L298-24 and Topical Response No. 11. With regard 
to solar, please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-90 and Topical Response 
No. 5. With regard to energy efficiency, please refer to Response to Comment 
Nos. L298-19, L298-22, L298-50 and L298-53, and Topical Response No. 7. 

L298-92 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L298-93 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, and 7. 

As discussed in the Response to Comment No. L298-26, during the time that 
Grayson is being repowered, GWP has discussed with LADWP providing 50 MW 
off-peak and 75 MW on-peak. This capacity, combined with the 287 MW from 
transmission imports, Magnolia, and Unit 9, would just cover the peak load. During 
the temporary re-power period, GWP’s ability to accommodate the loss of a 
contingency during high load periods (more than 280 MW) would be very limited. 
Additionally, LADWP will only enter into short-term agreements to facilitate the 
repower. Thus, relying on this strategy for the long-term is not workable. 

L298-94 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project 
does not have any significant and unavoidable environmental impacts that 
cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. The alternatives analysis in 
the Draft EIR includes a feasible alternative involving a reduced generation 
capacity compared to the Project—the 200 MW Project Alternative discussed in 
Section 5.2.5 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L299 – Response to Comments from Emin Akopyan, dated November 02, 2017 
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L299-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 4. 

L299-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L299-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

9.1.3.4 300 through 399 

L300 – Response to Comments from Erika Breitengross, dated November 02, 2017 

L300-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L300-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L301 – Response to Comments from Erin Fortin, dated November 02, 2017 

L301-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L301-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L301-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L301-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L302 – Response to Comments from Garrett Fallin, dated November 02, 2017 
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L302-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L302-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L302-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L303 – Response to Comments from Holly Kretschmar, dated November 02, 2017 

L303-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L303-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8. 

L304 – Response to Comments from Jessica Richards, dated November 02, 2017 

L304-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L305 – Response to Comments from Joanne Hedge, dated November 02, 2017 

L305-1 This comment consists of an article about emissions reductions at the Long Beach 
and Los Angeles Ports.  To the extent this is a comment on this project, this is a 
general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference about) the 
Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or 
CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L306 – Response to Comments from John Jallal, dated November 02, 2017 

L306-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L306-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L306-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L306-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L306-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L306-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L306-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L307 – Response to Comments from Kristine Kasumyan, dated November 02, 2017 

L307-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L307-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L308 – Response to Comments from Lydia Reichardt, dated November 02, 2017 

L308-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L308-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L308-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L309 – Response to Comments from Margaret Burdge, dated November 02, 2017 

L309-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L309-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L309-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L309-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L309-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L309-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L309-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails.) 

L310 – Response to Comments from Mary Achenbach, dated November 02, 2017 

L310-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L310-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L310-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L310-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L310-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L310-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L310-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L311 – Response to Comments from Matt Long, dated November 02, 2017 
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L311-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L311-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 8, and 9. 

L311-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L312 – Response to Comments from Nahara Pacheco, dated November 02, 2017 

L312-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L312-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L312-3 Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR analyzes the Project’s potential water quality impact 
associated with introducing pollutants into stormwater that then flow into the 
Verdugo Wash and/or Los Angeles River. The Project would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System program and Chapter 13.29 (Stormwater and Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Control and Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan) of 
the Glendale Municipal Code. This includes a requirement to prepare and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that incorporate best 
management practices that control pollutant discharges. 

Project design includes drainage and stormwater retention/treatment facilities 
that would meet all applicable effluent discharge standards set by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board before discharging to the Verdugo Wash and the 
Los Angeles River through the existing stormwater outfalls. The stormwater 
capture, treatment and infiltration system would result in improved drainage 
conditions and stormwater runoff quality compared to existing site conditions. 
Based on the improvements to the facility’s stormwater management systems as 
part of the Project, impacts related to water quality and stormwater discharge 
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were determined to be less than significant. These improvements could result in a 
beneficial impact to water quality in the Los Angeles River and Verdugo Wash. 
The Initial Study included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR correspondingly 
determined there would be no impact to sensitive wildlife in the Los Angeles River 
and Verdugo Wash from the Project. 

L312-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L313 – Response to Comments from Robert Bondurant, dated November 02, 2017 

L313-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L313-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L313-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails. 

L313-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L313-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L313-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L313-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L314 – Response to Comments from Sally Glass, dated November 02, 2017 

L314-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L314-2 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11, and refer to the following link to the Biogas Renewable 
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Generation Project Mitigated Negative Declaration:  
http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/#mitigated-negative-declaration. 

L314-3 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and does 
not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the 
Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11. 

L314-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L315 – Response to Comments from Samia Doumit Contreras, dated November 02, 2017 

L315-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L315-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L315-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L316 – Response to Comments from Sarah Solinger, dated November 02, 2017 

L316-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L316-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5, 8, and 9. 

L316-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L317 – Response to Comments from Sarah-Rose Rossetti, dated November 02, 2017 

L317-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L317-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L317-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L317-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
and 8. 

L317-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L317-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L318 – Response to Comments from Selin Zadoorian, dated November 02, 2017 

L318-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L318-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer also to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L318-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L319 – Response to Comments from Marissa Christenson, Executive Director, Friends of the LA 
River, dated November 02, 2017 

L319-1 The commenter’s introductory statements are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for consideration by the decision-makers. 

L319-2 The commenter expressed concerns on possible effects of the repowering project 
on the Los Angeles River, future plans for the River and its immediate environment 
and ecosystem, and the public’s ability to access and use the River. We have 
responded below to the noted concerns. 
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L319-3 The commenter expressed concerns that the Draft EIR did not adequately 
address the potential impacts on the planned Tujunga Wash – River confluence 
proposed restoration and it should be considered and evaluated in the Draft EIR, 
including water quality, aesthetics, and public access and use. The Tujunga Wash 
– River confluence is located approximately six miles west and upstream of the 
Project site. The Project does not include any component that has the potential 
to adversely affect the Tujunga Wash – River confluence. We believe the 
commenter intended to have the Project address the Verdugo Wash – River 
confluence restoration area, which the commenter stated was inadequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR in that the Draft EIR addressed the current condition 
and did not consider the planned future condition. 

The City of Glendale is in support of the ARBOR Study and its environmental 
studies have determined the Project will not result in changes to the existing 
condition that would have any significant negative impacts on the Verdugo 
Wash – River confluence. In fact, the Project will have a beneficial impact in the 
discharge of stormwater to both the Verdugo Wash and the Los Angeles River 
from the current conditions in that the site will be brought into conformance with 
current Regional Water Quality Control Board rules and regulations. Stormwater 
from the site that is not captured in containment areas will be captured via a 
storm drain system and processed before being discharged to the Verdugo Wash 
or Los Angeles River (please refer to Section 3.1.13 of the Draft EIR). In addition, 
the design will account for the “first flush” of the site stormwater runoff as 
determined from the Los Angeles County 85th percentile precipitation isohyet 
map to be captured and treated by a new collection system that would allow for 
infiltration. The stormwater collection, treatment, and disposal system will meet all 
applicable effluent discharge standards set by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and other regulatory agencies before discharging through the 
existing stormwater outfalls to the Verdugo Wash and the Los Angeles River 
resulting in improved quality of stormwater discharge than from the current 
conditions.  

All stormwater or other plant drains that could potentially contain oils or other 
hazardous waste substances will be collected in containment areas and 
processed through an oil water separator before being discharge into the 
sanitary sewer in compliance with the City’s Industrial Waste Permit for the site. 

The Project would use recycled water from existing connections with the City’s 
recycled water system for all process and cooling water requirements. Recycled 
water would be delivered to the Grayson Power Plant through an existing 
pipeline. Not all the recycled water delivered to the Project would be consumed; 
a portion of the water from the numerous processes would be returned directly to 
the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant via the sewer system for 
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treatment. There would be no discharge of process and cooling waters from the 
power plant site to the Los Angeles River or Verdugo Wash. 

Potential water quality impacts of the Project, which were determined to be less 
than significant, are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR. 

Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR addresses the Aesthetics environmental impact of the 
Project and determined that the operation of the Project will have a less than 
significant impact on the existing visual quality and character of the Project site. 
The Project will retain the existing industrial character of the site by placing new, 
and similar structures within the same visible view. One of the key observation 
points was from the Los Angeles River bike path. 

The Project is limited to repowering the existing Grayson Power Plant within the 
existing power plant site boundary at its existing location. The Project does not 
include a component that would decrease access to the Los Angeles River, 
Verdugo Arroyo, or nearby trails. Therefore, the Project would not result in 
extending the boundary or perimeter of the existing power plant site; nor does it 
involve the construction of new off-site infrastructure such as transmission lines or 
pipelines that would impact the future restoration area. The Project will have no 
impact on the public access or use of the existing or future Verdugo Wash – Los 
Angeles River confluence and therefore does not impede proposed recreational 
uses or access to the trails and planned restoration and related resources. The 
Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) determined that the Project would have 
no impact on recreation. Similarly, the Project would have no change to the 
Verdugo Wash – River confluence compared to the existing facility. 

L319-4 The Project does not include any change in stormwater discharge locations and 
would have a beneficial impact in the discharge of stormwater to both the 
Verdugo Wash and the Los Angeles River compared to baseline conditions, in 
that the site will upgrade existing infrastructure, and will have improved capability 
to comply   with current Regional Water Quality Control Board rules and 
regulations. 

L319-5 The design of the stormwater discharge to the Verdugo Wash and the Los 
Angeles River will be constructed in accordance with applicable requirements of 
the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System program and Chapter 13.29 
(Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Control and Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan) of the Glendale Municipal Code as well as the 
current Regional Water Quality Control Board rules and regulations. This includes 
a requirement to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
that incorporates best management practices that control pollutant discharges. 
Further, per Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, the infiltration 
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features are sized to capture the “first flush” volume of any storm event in which 
the vast majority of pollutants are contained. During storm events that exceed 
this volume, the overflow will discharge to the existing outfalls and be sampled 
against the requirements of the State General Industrial Permit maintained by the 
plant. 

L319-6 The comment relates to the infiltration of the 85th percentile precipitation to be 
captured and treated by a new collection system that would allow for infiltration 
and to where this water would infiltrate to and if it could be extracted for non-
potable uses in the plant, thus conserving potable water. The comment also asks 
if the infiltrated water could flow through shallow groundwater to the River or the 
restored wetland, particularly when the concrete is broken out. As stated in 
Sections 3.1.11.1 and 3.1.11.2 of the Draft EIR, potable water will be required for 
domestic and fire protection purposes only, and the repowered plant, including 
Unit 9, would only consume recycled water for process requirements. Two current 
wells on the existing site, currently used as backup water for the existing plant and 
to which reservoir the collected stormwater could infiltrate to, will be transferred 
to the Water Department and connected to the City’s potable water system 
after treatment as part of the Project.  The hydrology of the area is such that it is 
highly unlikely that infiltrated stormwater could flow through shallow groundwater 
to the River since the existing water table is greater than 40 feet below existing 
ground level and would not have the required gradient to flow to the River. 

L319-7 Table 4-40 of the Draft EIR provides the applicable laws, ordinances, regulations 
and standards (“LORS”) for hydrology and water quality. 

L319-8 The comment suggests that consideration should be given to designing 
stormwater containment and control systems with greater capacity and 
contingency plans to take into account the potential for climate change that 
may result in more and heavier rainfall in California. Design practice must be 
based on code specification based on known or proven data agreed upon by 
the scientific community responsible for adopting LORS. The Proposed project will 
be designed and constructedbased on, and must comply with, the LORS that 
govern at the time the plant is being designed. 

L319-9 The comment asks if the monitoring and testing system downstream of the 
stormwater treatment system includes stormwater runoff and out flow discharge 
from the containment basins and if pollutants above applicable limits are 
detected in the discharge, is there a means to promptly curtail or divert the flow. 
Per the General Industrial Permit, monitoring does occur downstream of the 
containment basin. For the “first flush” rainfall, the system is designed such that 
out flow from the containment basin will not occur. Flow during a storm event will 
be sampled by grab samples and tested in a laboratory. If the samples indicate 
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pollutants above the limit set by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
the State General Industrial Permit to be discharged into the wash or River, the 
City would be required to mitigate the pollutant sources, and if not mitigated, the 
City would be subject to fines and penalties that the Board and/or state would 
impose. 

L319-10 This comment relates to aesthetic considerations and concludes that the Project 
should consider additional mitigation measures. The City disagrees with the 
assertion that the determination of aesthetics impacts is very much a matter of 
subjective interpretation. The assessment of the Project’s potential impacts to 
aesthetic resources was based on the Visual Impact Assessment methodology 
established by the Federal Highway Administration. This method emphasizes the 
systematic establishment of a visual quality rating for existing environments, 
against which the effects of proposed projects may be objectively evaluated. It is 
frequently used in visual impact analyses for power generation projects under the 
jurisdiction of the California Energy Commission, and is applicable in urban 
environments. The visual impact analysis of the Project included in Section 4.2 of 
the Draft EIR, which included consideration of the Los Angeles River Trail as a Key 
Observation Point, determined that additional mitigation beyond those proposed 
is not necessary to reduce potentially significant impacts to less than significant. 
The very purpose of this methodology is to remove the subjective nature of 
aesthetic evaluations using an objective process based on evaluation of visual 
qualities such as vividness, intactness, and unity. 

L319-11 The Project is limited to repowering the existing Grayson Power Plant within the 
existing power plant boundary in an industrial zoned parcel. The Project would 
not result in extending the boundary or perimeter of the existing power plant site; 
nor does it involve the construction of new off-site infrastructure such as 
transmission lines or pipelines. The project would therefore not impede proposed 
recreational uses or a planned Los Angeles River restoration. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L319-3. 

L319-12 Alternatives to the Project are analyzed in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR. The Initial 
Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) evaluated potential impacts to biological 
resources and recreation and concluded that potential impacts would be less 
than significant. Potential water quality impacts of the Project, which were 
determined to be less than significant, are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR. 
As a result, the development and analysis of alternatives to reduce biological, 
recreation and water quality impacts from the project was not necessary. 

L320 – Response to Comments from Susan Goldberg, dated November 02, 2017 
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L320-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L320-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L320-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L320-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L320-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L320-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L320-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L321 – Response to Comments from Talin Minassian, dated November 02, 2017 

L321-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L321-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L322 – Response to Comments from Walker Lere, dated November 02, 2017 

L322-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L322-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L322-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L322-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and, 8. 
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L322-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L323 – Response to Comments from Andrew Shaw, dated November 03, 2017 

L323-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L323-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L323-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L323-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L323-5 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65. 

L323-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 15. 

L323-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L324 – Response to Comments from Brianne King, dated November 03, 2017 

L324-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L324-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L325 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 03, 2017 
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L325-1 The commenter expresses concern about the Project and a separate Biogas 
Renewable Project at Scholl Canyon. This comment suggests there are 
alternatives to using turbines for burning landfill gas.  The Grayson Repowering 
Project does not propose to burn landfill gas. Therefore, alternative technologies 
for the burning of landfill gas are not required to be examined in the EIR for the 
Project.  See Topical Response No. 4 re Project Alternatives.  An EIR need not 
consider all potential alternatives to a project.  CEQA does not require that an EIR 
study specific alternatives suggested by members of the public or other 
agencies. See Center for Biological Diversity v Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015 
234 CA4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 
CA4th 362, 420.  Please also refer to Topical Response No. 11 for additional 
information.   

L325-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L325-1 and Topical Response Nos. 4 
and 11.  

L325-3 The Grayson Repowering Project does not propose to burn landfill gas. Therefore, 
the Draft EIR is not required to analyze impacts from contaminants in landfill gas. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 for additional information.  See link to the 
Biogas Regeneration Project Mitigated Negative Declaration for information 
about that project: http://glendalebiogasgeneration.com/#mitigated-negative-
declaration. 

L325-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L325-3 and Topical Response Nos. 8,9 
11.  

L325-5 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project, which is 
a separate project. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L325-3 and Topical 
Response No. 11. 

L326 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Vitanza, dated October 08, 2017 

L326-1 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L268-63 and L268-65 and Topical 
Response No. 3. 

L326-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9. 

L326-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, and 7. 

L327 – Response to Comments from Emily Brotman, dated November 03, 2017 

L327-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L327-2  Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response No. 2. 

L327-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 2 
and 3. 

L327-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 4 and 5. 

L327-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L327-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7. 

L327-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L328 – Response to Comments from James Flournoy, dated November 03, 2017 

L328-1 The commenter submitted a number of comments, including associated 
information and attachments.  Much of the submitted information and 
attachments do not include a comment on the EIR; where there is a comment, a 
response is provided.  With respect to the other information and attachments, the 
City appreciates the submission, and as noted in the responses below, this 
additional submitted information is included in the Final EIR for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

The commenter provides a copy of the 2005 guidance titled “Engineering 
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California”. The 
guidance also applies to “Essential Services Buildings” which are defined as sheriff 
stations, fire stations, California Highway Patrol communications centers, and 
Caltrans command-control centers. The Project is not a school, hospital, sheriff 
station, fire station, California Highway Patrol communications center, or Caltrans 
command-control center and the commenter’s reference to the “Engineering 
Geology and Seismology for Public Schools & Hospitals in California” is not 
applicable to the Project; therefore, many of the data requests and 
recommendations throughout this comment letter are also not applicable to this 
Project. 
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L328-2 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L328-3 This comment recommends the City hire a particular consultant because the 
hilltop location will require additional work.  The Project site is not a hilltop, it is 
relatively level (EIR, Appendix A, p. 2.20) and consists of alluvial deposits (EIR, p. 
4.4.1, text also included as part of this commenter’s comment L238-5)). The 
experts who prepared the EIR included qualified seismic experts. See Response to 
Comment No. L328-11. 

L328-4 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements. 
The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L328-5 Please refer to Chapter 4.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR. The Project will be 
constructed in accordance with all current building code requirements. The 
project site is alluvial fill. With respect to the request for contours of seismic speed, 
the EIR includes sufficient information to support the analysis of geology and soils 
impacts, and the information requested by the commenter would not change 
the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR and is not required 
by CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L328-6 The City agrees that the Uniform Building Code does not apply to the Project as it 
has been replaced with the California Building Code. References to the non-
applicable Uniform Building Code have been deleted from the Final EIR. The 
Project will be designed in accordance with ASCE7-10 and constructed in 
accordance with all current code requirements. A lead agency may rely upon a 
Project’s required compliance with building codes and its compliance with 
recommendations of supporting technical reports to determine that a project will 
not result in significant impacts. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L328-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328-6. The Project has been 
evaluated based on applicable codes, not codes from other countries. 

L328-8 The commenter’s reference to amplification factors is from the discussion of the 
Uniform Building Code in the Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards 
portion of the Geology and Soils Section of the Draft EIR (see pages 4.4.4 and 
4.4.5 of the Draft EIR). That text is limited to a broad summary of Uniform Building 
Code requirements. The City agrees with comment 328-6 that the Uniform 
Building Code does not apply to the Project as it has been replaced with the 
California Building Code. References to the non-applicable Uniform Building 
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Code have been deleted from the Final EIR. Because the Uniform Building Code 
does not apply to the Project, the City did not rely upon its requirements when 
conducting geotechnical investigations, designing the Project, or analyzing the 
Project’s potential geology and soils impacts in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. The PATH analysis requested by the commenter is 
therefore not required by CEQA nor would it result in changing conclusions 
reached in the Geology and Soils section of the Draft EIR. The Project shall be 
constructed in accordance with all applicable design requirements including but 
not limited to the California Building Code. 

The City acknowledges the commenter’s commendation of the Building and 
Safety Code and suggestion to compare it to the County Grading Guidelines. 
CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 
research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters. The commenter’s statements are included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L328-9 Please refer to Chapter 4.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR and Response to 
Comment Nos. L328-1, L328-6, and L328-8. The Project will be constructed in 
accordance with all current code requirements. 

L328-10 Please refer to Chapter 4.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR and Response to 
Comment No. L328-6. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all 
current building code requirements. It should be noted that the Grayson Power 
Plant has withstood two very significant earthquakes in the last 45 years, the San 
Fernando (Sylmar) earthquake in 1971, and the Northridge earthquake in 1994. In 
both cases, Grayson did not incur any significant settlement or damage to the 
equipment and allowed Glendale to restore power to the grid significantly sooner 
than either SCE or LADWP. The Project will be designed in accordance with 
ASCE7-10 and the latest edition of the CBC addressing the potential for 
liquefaction. The major equipment will be placed on concrete foundations 
supported by piles approximately 55-feet long that passes through the zone of 
liquefaction into solid support. A lead agency may rely upon a Project’s required 
compliance with building codes and its compliance with recommendations of 
supporting technical reports to determine that a project will not result in 
significant impacts. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10.   

L328-11 Mr. Fischer is a licensed civil engineer with over 16 years of geotechnical 
engineering experience. Technical review of the report was provided by Mr. 
Stone, a Geotechnical Engineer with over 30 years of experience.  
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Please also refer to Chapter 4.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR and Responses to 
Comment No. L328-1 and L328-6. The Project will be constructed in accordance 
with all current building code requirements. 

L328-12 Please refer to Chapter 4.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR and Response to 
Comment No. L328-1, L328-6. The Project will be constructed in accordance with 
all current code requirements, including current requirements for aboveground 
storage tanks. 

L328-13 As described in Section 6.3 of the EIR, the Project is not within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as identified on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM; Panel 
06037C1345F, effective 9/26/2008) generated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). The Project is also not within a 100-year Los 
Angeles River overtopping flood hazard area identified by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers Hydraulics and Floodplain Analysis of the Los Angeles River (US Army 
Corps of Engineers, 2016). The 2016 US Army Corps analysis indicates that 
overbank flow during a 100-year and 500-year storm event would impact Ferraro 
Fields on the southwest side of the Los Angeles River would not flood the Project 
site located on the opposite (northeast) side of the river. In addition, the Project 
does not involve the construction of housing. Therefore, the Project would not 
place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impact related to this issue 
is anticipated to occur. Additionally, there are no levees or dams within the 
vicinity of the Project site according to the City of Glendale General Plan and the 
Project site is not located within an inundation area or within the 100-year Los 
Angeles River overtopping area identified by the US Army Corps of Engineers. 
Therefore, the Project would have no impact related to the exposure of people 
or structures to flooding risks, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee 
or dam. Thank you for the information on ARkStorm; which is a document that 
summarizes the environmental effects, physical damages, economic and other 
losses in California as a result of the hypothetical flooding and high winds 
associated with the ARkStorm scenario. The additional information requested by 
the commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts 
in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements. 
The additional information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 

L328-14 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current code requirements. 
The additional information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 
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statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

The Phase II ESA is not intended to be a Geotechnical report; please refer to the 
Draft EIR Appendix E.3 for geotechnical report and methods. 

L328-15 Drilling activities, including sampling via Split Spoon were conducted by Core 
Probe International (certifications http://www.coreprobe.com/certification.html) 
under the direction of Stantec’s Mr. Josh Sargent. Mr. Sargent retains a master’s 
degree in geological sciences and has extensive field experience in geophysical 
exploration techniques and Phase I and II Environmental Assessment field work 
and report preparation. In addition, the Phase II ESA was reviewed and stamped 
by Mr. Steven Brady, who is a Certified Engineering Geologist, Certified 
Hydrogeologist, as well as is one of Stantec’s Subject Matter Experts for Phase I 
and Phase II ESAs.  

The Phase II ESA is not intended to be a Geotechnical report; please refer to the 
Draft EIR Appendix E.3 for geotechnical report and methods. 

American Analytics of Chatsworth, California is a California Certified laboratory. 
You can find their certifications at the following link: 
http://americananalytics.com/certifications/. Certified laboratory reports for the 
analysis conducted as part of the Phase II ESA are included in Appendix E.2 of the 
Draft EIR (Appendix C, Tables 2 through 5). 

L328-16 The EIR reference should be to the Preliminary Geologic Map of the Los Angeles 
30' x 60' Quadrangle, 2005, not of Long Beach. This revision has been addressed in 
the Final EIR. 

L328-17 The impact analysis for the EIR included consideration of ground motion; please 
refer to Appendix G.3 page 5 of 7. 

L328-18 Please refer to the Draft EIR Appendix G.3 pages 3 and 4 of 7 for reference to of 
faults listed for regional seismicity88. The table has no bearing on the seismic 
design parameters. The table provided is simply a table with distances and 
magnitudes. It has no bearing on the seismic design parameters, which the 
structural engineer will use for the foundation design. The Project will be 
constructed in accordance with all current building code requirements; please 
also refer to Response to Comment No, L328-6.  

                                                      
88 2008 National Seismic Hazard Maps, USGS. 
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Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L328-1. The additional detailed 
information requested by the commenter would not change the analysis of 
Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 

L328-19 As specified in Response to Comment Nos. L328-11 and L328-15, qualified 
individuals prepared and reviewed these documents. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 10. 

The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current building code 
requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328-1. The additional 
detailed information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 

L328-20 Refer to Response to Comment Nos. L328-1. 

L328-21 Refer to Response to Comment Nos. L328-18. 

L328-22 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. 

L328-23 This comment appears to consist of only general information.   The commenter’s 
information is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. The Project will be constructed in 
accordance with all current building code requirements. 

L328-24 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328-6 and Topical Response No. 10. 

L328-25 The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. The Project will be 
constructed in accordance with all current building code requirements. The 
additional information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 

L328-26 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current 
building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the 
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in 
the Draft EIR. 

L328-27 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current 
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building code requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the 
commenter would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in 
the Draft EIR. 

L328-28 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current 
building code requirements, please also refer to Response to Comment L328-6. 

L328-29 This comment references a number of materials relating to liquefaction and 
ground shaking, including the CyberShake modeling project, and suggests that 
the City should work with USGS Pasadena. Liquefaction and fault rupture risks are 
evaluation in the EIR, see Section 4.4.4. As noted in response L329-11, the seismic 
analysis for the EIR was prepared by qualified experts; please also refer to 
References in the Geotechnical report for documents, sources, and papers use to 
support these findings.  

L328-30 This comment provides general information about natural gas supply.  The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L328-31 The possibility that natural gas service from any particular pipeline to the City of 
Glendale may be interrupted is not an environmental impact of this Project.  Such 
operational risks are an existing condition. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328-6 for building design. 

The fault table in the Geotechnical report is there to show the estimated distance 
to the Project site to the nearest expected surface expression and what the 
maximum magnitudes of the faults have been in the past.  

Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. The additional information requested by the commenter would not 
change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 

L328-32 Thank you for the information. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project. 

L328-33 The Project will be constructed in accordance with all current building code 
requirements. The additional detailed information requested by the commenter 
would not change the analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR. 
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The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L328-34 Thank you for the information. The energy efficiency of the Project is discussed in 
Sections 1.1, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 3.0, 4.3, 4.5, and 5.0 of the Draft EIR. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

 

L329 – Response to Comments from Kate Payne, dated November 03, 2017 

L329-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L329-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L329-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L330 – Response to Comments from Keren Ness, dated November 03, 2017 

L330-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L330-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L330-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L331 – Response to Comments from Kyla Fallin, dated November 03, 2017 

L331-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L331-2 CEQA, or the California Environmental Quality Act, is a statute that requires state 
and local agencies to identify the significant environmental impacts of their 
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actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, if feasible. The commenter 
appears to be referring to the Project rather than CEQA, and the commenter’s 
opposition is noted. Please refer also to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 8. 

L331-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L332 – Response to Comments from Marcia Hanford, dated November 03, 2017 

L332-1 The Project is projected to cost $500 million. The commenter’s opinion of the 
Project and cost are represented in this comment. The comment does not 
identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR 
and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final 
EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on 
the Project.  

L332-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
and 5.  

L332-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9. 

L332-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L333 – Response to Comments from Megan Carroll, dated November 03, 2017 

L333-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L333-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L334 – Response to Comments from Michael Beck, dated November 03, 2017 

L334-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L100-2 and L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 
7, and 9.  

L334-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 
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L334-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 
and 5. 

L334-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-65. 

L334-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L335 – Response to Comments from Michael Dawson, dated November 03, 2017 

L335-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5, 8 and 9. 

L335-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L335-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L336 – Response to Comments from Moira Leeper, dated November 03, 2017 

L336-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L336-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L336-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L336-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L336-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L336-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L336-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L337 – Response to Comments from Monica Karalis, dated March 11, 2017 

L337-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L337-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L337-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7, 8, and 9.  

L338 – Response to Comments from Paulina Berger, dated November 03, 2017 

L338-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L338-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L339 – Response to Comments from Sam Goryan, dated November 03, 2017 

L339-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L339-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L339-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L339-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L339-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L339-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L339-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L340 – Response to Comments from Sarang Han, dated November 03, 2017 

L340-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L340-2 Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L340-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L341 – Response to Comments from Steven Redd, dated November 03, 2017 

L341-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L341-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L341-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L341-4 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical 
Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L342 – Response to Comments from Save Our Community SGV (Tom Williams), dated November 
03, 2017 

L342-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 
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L342-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-8 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-10 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-12 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-13 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-14 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-15 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-16 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-17 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-18 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-19 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-20 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-21 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-22 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-23 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-24 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-25 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-26 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 
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L342-27 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-28 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-29 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-30 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-31 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-32 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-33 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-34 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-35 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-36 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-37 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-38 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-39 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-40 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-41 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-42 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L342-43 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L328. 

L343 – Response to Comments from Tomer Gurantz, dated November 03, 2017 

L343-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L343-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5.  

L343-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L344 – Response to Comments from Alina Moradyan, dated November 04, 2017 

L344-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L344-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 15. 

L344-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L345 – Response to Comments from Candace Hodder, dated November 04, 2017 

L345-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L345-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L345-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L346 – Response to Comments from David Rose, dated November 04, 2017 

L346-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L346-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L346-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L346-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L346-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L346-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L346-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L347 – Response to Comments from Dawn Rose, dated November 04, 2017 

L347-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L347-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L347-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L347-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L347-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L347-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L347-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L348 – Response to Comments from Emily Sudd, dated November 04, 2017 

L348-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L348-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L348-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L349 – Response to Comments from Faaraz Deyhim, dated November 04, 2017 

L349-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L349-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L349-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L350 – Response to Comments from Gretchen Miller, dated November 04, 2017 

L350-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L350-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L350-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L350-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L350-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L350-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L350-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L351 – Response to Comments from Nirmitha Iyangar, dated November 04, 2017 

L351-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L351-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L352 – Response to Comments from R. Leslie Choi, dated November 04, 2017 
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L352-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L352-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L352-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L352-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L352-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L352-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L352-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L353 – Response to Comments from Ani Sarkissian, dated November 05, 2017 

L353-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L353-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L353-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L354 – Response to Comments from Anna Torosyan, dated November 05, 2017 

L354-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L354-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L355 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 05, 2017 

L355-1 The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is incorrectly referenced in Draft EIR 
Section 6.1.3, Precedent-Setting Action. The inadvertent inclusion of the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project is being corrected in the Final EIR as follows: 

6.1.3 Precedent-Setting Action 

Changes from the Project that could be precedent setting include are 
few. The most notable precedent setting actions are the adoption of 
potentially utilizing biogas in an urban setting, which involves combusting 
and producing electricity at the landfill site, thereby gaining the ability to 
remove the approximately five-mile pipeline between the landfill and the 
Project site. Such a decommissioning could set a precedent for other 
cities to do the same. 

Other potentially precedent setting actions of the Project is the 
contribution the Project would make toward the City of Glendale’s effort 
to meet the State’s Renewable Energy Standard Mandate. Successful 
implementation of the Project would serve as an example to other cities 
and power plants within the State of California to follow in its footsteps. 

Regarding the relationship of the Project to the Biogas Renewable Project, please 
refer to Topical Response No. 11. 

L355-2 This comment quotes the Draft EIR at Section 6.1.3. The Final EIR will correct 
Section 6.1.3 as described in Response to Comment No. 355-1, above. Regarding 
the relationship of the Project to the Biogas Renewable Project, please refer to 
Topical Response No. 11. 

L355-3 The combustion of biogas is incorrectly referenced in Draft EIR Section 6.2, 
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes. This inadvertent reference is being 
corrected in the Final EIR as follows: 

6.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of 
significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by 
implementing a project. 

Power plants, by their nature, consume limited, slowly renewable, and 
non-renewable resource. This consumption occurs during the construction 
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phase, and continues throughout the operational lifetime. Project 
operation would require: the consumption of natural gas and biogas for 
the purpose of power generation, building material, fuel and operational 
materials and resources, and the transportation of goods and people to 
and from the Project site. 

Regarding the relationship of the Project to the Biogas Renewable Project, please 
refer to Topical Response No. 11. 

L355-4 The use of biogas is incorrectly referenced in Draft EIR Section 6.2.1, Irreversible 
Commitment of Resources. This inadvertent reference is being corrected in the 
Final EIR as follows: 

6.2.1 Irreversible Commitment of Resources 

Most of the facilities located at the Grayson Power Plant, with exception 
of Unit 9 (built in 2003), were completed between 1941 and 1977. The 
Projects proposes for these facilities to be replaced with more reliable, 
efficient, flexible, and cleaner units and other related infrastructure. The 
Project proposes to replace 238 MW from the boiler units (Units 3, 4, 5) and 
combined cycle units (Units 1, 2, 8A and 8BC) with more efficient 
generating facilities. Unit 9 commissioned in 2003, would remain. The 
Project would comprise of two 50 MW simple cycle units and two 75 MW 
one-on-one combined cycle units. The Project also proposes to remove 
existing above-and below-ground equipment, and facilities and building 
new generation facilities. 

Due to the increase in power generation capacity the Project would 
provide, an irreversible commitment of increased resources would occur if 
the City of Glendale grows significantly. However, the demand for all 
resources is expected to increase (if assumption consumption patterns 
remains the same) regardless of whether the Project commences. The 
State Department of Finance indicates that the population of Southern 
California will increase 62 percent over the 30-year period between 1990 
and 2020. Such an increase population would directly result in the need 
for more retail, commercial, and residential facilities, all of which require a 
power supply. 

While the repowering of the Grayson Power Plant is considered necessary 
to meet current and future City energy needs and California Renewables 
Portfolio Standard requirements, the Project represents a commitment to 
nonrenewable resources over the long term. Pursuant with Senate Bill 350, 
the Renewables Portfolio Standard requires retail sellers and publicly 
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owned utilities including the Glendale Department of Water and Power to 
procure at least 50 percent of their electricity through renewable energy 
by 2030 The City currently serves its power system through a combination 
of renewable energy sources (both local and imports), non-renewable 
imports, and local generation. While the Project does include more 
efficient use of biogas, and the City’s commitment City remains 
committed to SB 350, natural gas is still the main source of electrical 
generation at the Project site. 

Regarding the relationship of the Project to the Biogas Renewable Project, please 
refer to Topical Response No. 11. Regarding the City’s commitment to renewable 
energy, please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L355-5 This comment claims that the Project should not be able to use the burning of 
biogas as part of its base emissions profile because the biogas will be combusted 
elsewhere. As stated in Topical Responses No. 9 and 11, the Draft EIR does not 
include current emissions associated with biogas combustion as part of baseline 
emissions.  

The commenter expressed concern regarding what appears to be an 
inconsistent treatment of baseline criteria pollutants and the treatment of 
baseline GHG emissions from biogas combustion. Specifically, biogas-related 
GHG emissions were excluded from baseline emissions to determine significance 
and the level of offset requirements, while biogas-related criteria pollutants were 
included in the Project baseline emission inventory.   

For criteria pollutants, the increase in emissions in Table 4-26 of the Draft EIR 
reflects the calculation methodology specified by SCAQMD to determine 
emission offset requirements. That methodology does not distinguish between 
biogas and natural gas combustion emissions, but instead significantly discounts 
baseline emissions to reflect Best Available Control Technology and other use 
factors that are not mandated in a CEQA demonstration. This is done to ensure 
that emission offsets are substantially surplus to the emission increase as discussed 
in the Topical Response No. 8. If an alternative criteria pollutant baseline were 
developed to ignore biogas-related emissions, that alternative average daily 
inventory would not be discounted to reflect SCAQMD Best Available Control 
Technology and utilization policies. Emission offsets as calculated by SCAQMD 
would still be applied to the emission increase resulting from an alternative 
calculation methodology. It should be noted that SCAQMD CEQA guidelines 
allow for significance to be based upon an ambient air quality impact analysis. 
The air quality impact analysis conducted for the project validates the 
significance determination reflected in Table 4-26 of the Draft EIR. 
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Biogas GHG emissions were excluded from the baseline values in Table 4-37 of 
the Draft EIR because, unlike criteria pollutants for which offset requirements 
reflect the increase in emissions, GHG emission offsets are based upon the full 
emissions of the power plant, regardless of historic, pre-Project emissions. Because 
full project emissions are offset pursuant to state regulations, its GHG impact is 
deemed to be less than significant, regardless of baseline emission rates. Also, in 
the future, biogas would be retained at the Scholl Canyon Landfill, even if no 
project is undertaken at Grayson, and because the impacts of GHG emissions are 
global in nature, it is appropriate to consider past biogas-related GHG emissions 
as part of the Scholl Canyon site. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, and 
11, and Response to Comment L325. 

L355-6 The Draft EIR references the decommissioning of the existing pipe from Scholl 
Canyon Landfill to the Grayson Power Plant as part of the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project. This comment states that this reference indicates that the 
projects are closely intertwined and must be considered together under one EIR. 
The Biogas Renewable Generation Project is a separate project. Reference to the 
decommissioning of the pipe associated with the separate Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project does not require that the projects be considered together in 
one EIR. Please refer to Topical Response No. 11, and Response to Comment 
L325. 

L355-7 The commenter expresses concern about the increase in GHG emissions and the 
“less than significant” determination contained in the Draft EIR. Because Grayson 
is a power plant, GWP is obligated to quantify and offset annual emissions 
pursuant to the California Cap-and-Trade program. Programs such as the Cap-
and-Trade Program that are mandated by regulation are considered part of the 
project and do not need to be imposed as mitigation. The resulting emissions that 
are not offset through the Cap-and-Trade Program are below the 10,000 ton per 
year significance threshold. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 11 for 
more information. 

L355-8 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L355-5. 

L355-9 This comment quotes language from the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

L355-10 This comment quotes language from the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

L355-11 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L355-5 and Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 
and 11. 

L355-12 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L355-5 and Topical Response Nos. 8 
and 11. 
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L355-13 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 6, 11, and 15 and Response to Comment 
L325-1. This comment includes a general statement about the commenter’s 
opinion of (or preference about) the Project.  The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L355-14 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project.  The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 15, and Response to Comment No. 
L325-1. 

L356 – Response to Comments from Jane Parrott, dated November 05, 2017 

L356-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L356-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L356-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63. 

L356-4 Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 15. 

L356-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L357 – Response to Comments from Mehrdad Mehran, dated November 05, 2017 

L357-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L357-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L358 – Response to Comments from Nick Griffo, dated November 05, 2017 

L358-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L358-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L358-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response Nos. 8 
and 9. 

L358-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
5, and 9. 

L358-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L358-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L359 – Response to Comments from Scott Peer, dated November 05, 2017 

L359-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L359-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L359-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L359-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L359-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L359-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L359-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L360 – Response to Comments from Sherri, dated November 05, 2017 

L360-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L360-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L361 – Response to Comments from Vitaliy Uvakin, dated November 05, 2017 

L361-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L361-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L362 – Response to Comments from Dr. Altina Karimyan, dated November 06, 2017 

L362-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L362-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 15. 

L362-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L363 – Response to Comments from Armine Manukyan, dated November 06, 2017 

L363-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L363-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L363-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L364 – Response to Comments from Harte Sousa, dated November 06, 2017 

L364-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L364-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L364-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L364-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L364-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L364-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L364-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L365 – Response to Comments from Norik Babakhanian, dated November 06, 2017 

L365-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L365-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 3, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L365-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L366 – Response to Comments from Rajni Oberoi, dated November 06, 2017 

L366-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L366-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L366-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L367 – Response to Comments from Randall Wise, dated November 06, 2017 

L367-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 11.   

L368 – Response to Comments from Remi Tournois, dated November 06, 2017 

L368-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L368-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 4, 5, and 8. 

L368-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L369 – Response to Comments from Shannon Mattaro, dated November 06, 2017 

L369-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L370 – Response to Comments from T.M. Weber, dated November 06, 2017 

L370-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L370-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L370-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L370-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L370-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L370-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L370-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L371 – Response to Comments from Tim and Tricia Berry, dated November 06, 2017 

L371-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L371-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L371-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L372 – Response to Comments from Tina and Charles Miller, dated November 06, 2017 

L372-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L372-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L373 – Response to Comments from Tony DeJoria, dated November 06, 2017 

L373-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L373-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 

L373-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L373-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L374 – Response to Comments from Julie Riggott, dated November 07, 2017 

L374-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L374-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L374-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L374-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L374-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L374-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L374-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L375 – Response to Comments from David Eisenberg, dated November 07, 2017 

L375-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L375-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L375-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L375-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L375-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L375-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L375-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L376 – Response to Comments from Hillary Bhaskaran, dated November 07, 2017 

L376-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L376-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L376-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L376-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L376-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L376-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L376-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L377 – Response to Comments from Jamie Brozovich, dated November 07, 2017 

L377-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L377-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L377-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L377-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L377-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L377-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L377-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L378 – Response to Comments from Launie Packard, dated November 07, 2017 

L378-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L378-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 8.   

L378-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L379 – Response to Comments from Launie Packard, dated November 07, 2017 

L379-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 8.   

L380 – Response to Comments from Lydia Henry, dated November 07, 2017 

L380-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L380-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L380-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L380-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L380-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L380-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L380-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L381 – Response to Comments from M Isabel Medina, dated November 07, 2017 

L381-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L381-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L381-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L381-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L381-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L381-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L381-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L382 – Response to Comments from Nicholaus Palmer, dated November 07, 2017 

L382-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L382-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L382-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L382-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L382-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L382-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L382-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L383 – Response to Comments from Roberta Risafi, dated November 07, 2017 

L383-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L383-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L383-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L383-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L383-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L383-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L383-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L384 – Response to Comments from Roberto Morales, dated November 07, 2017 
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L384-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L384-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L384-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L384-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L384-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L384-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L384-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L385 – Response to Comments from Valentine Unknown, dated November 07, 2017 

L385-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L385-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L385-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L385-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L385-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L385-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L385-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L386 – Response to Comments from William Herrera, dated November 07, 2017 

L386-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L386-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L386-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L386-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L386-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L386-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L386-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L387 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 08, 2017 

L387-1 The statement in the Draft EIR regarding the potential salvage and sale of intact 
machinery and equipment was included because there is some equipment at 
Grayson that has been upgraded over the years, such as instrumentation, pumps, 
or valves, that may have some potential for re-use.  

The cost of removal, transport, and re-erection of the Unit 3/4/5 boilers, Unit 
8A/8BC combustion turbines, and Units 1/2/3/4/5 steam turbines outweighs any 
benefit that might be gained given their age and condition, even if the 
equipment could somehow be rebuilt.  The City has had discussions with several 
potential demolition contractors, and those contractors have opined that the 
major power generation equipment is well beyond their life cycle and that there 
is no real market for the any of the combustion turbines, boilers, or steam turbines 
in the world today, nor do the contractors believe that the equipment could be 
restored to an operating mode due to their age.  Based on these considerations, 
the City has included a requirement within the Request For Proposal for the 
demolition phase of the Project that the boilers and turbines must be scrapped. 

For these reasons, the City does not believe that any of the major power 
generation equipment will be salvaged except for their metal value, but if any of 
the machinery and equipment can be salvaged, such salvage opportunity 
would be considered, and therefore the possibility was disclosed in the Draft EIR, 
however, there is no discussion or intention to sell one or more of the boilers 
overseas. 

L387-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L387-1 and Topical Response No. 6. 
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L387-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L387-1. 

L387-4 Please refer to the Response to Comment No. L387-1 and Topical Response Nos. 
8, 9 and 11. As stated Topical Response No. 9 and in the Draft EIR, the 415,000 MT 
reflects the maximum, permitted increase in GHG emissions at Grayson; it does 
not reflect emissions from the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project. 

L388 – Response to Comments from Christine Borje, dated November 08, 2017 

L388-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L388-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L389 – Response to Comments from Elena Owens, dated November 08, 2017 

L389-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L389-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L389-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L389-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L389-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L389-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L389-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L390 – Response to Comments from Jeffrey Johnson, dated November 08, 2017 

L390-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L390-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L390-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L390-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L390-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L390-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L390-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L391 – Response to Comments from Mary Pallares, dated November 08, 2017 

L391-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L391-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L391-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L391-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L391-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L391-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L391-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L392 – Response to Comments from Raquel Murillo, dated November 08, 2017 

L392-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L392-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L393 – Response to Comments from Susana Ball, dated November 08, 2017 

L393-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L393-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L393-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L393-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L393-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L393-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L393-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L394 – Response to Comments from Arin Rao, dated November 09, 2017 

L394-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L394-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L394-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L395 – Response to Comments from David Eisenberg, dated November 09, 2017 

L395-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L395-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L395-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L395-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L395-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L395-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L395-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L396 – Response to Comments from Gilbert Lopez, dated November 09, 2017 

L396-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L396-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L397 – Response to Comments from Holly Schlesinger, dated November 09, 2017 

L397-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L397-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L397-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L398 – Response to Comments from L Forouzan, dated November 09, 2017 

L398-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L398-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  
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L398-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L399 – Response to Comments from Lindsey Clough, dated November 09, 2017 

L399-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L399-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

9.1.3.5 400 through 499 

L400 – Response to Comments from Patricia Loper, dated November 09, 2017 

L400-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L400-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L400-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L400-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L400-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L400-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L400-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L401 – Response to Comments from Rick Poyner, dated November 09, 2017 

L401-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L401-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L401-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L401-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L402 – Response to Comments from Armen Shirvanian, dated November 10, 2017 

L402-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L402-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L403 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 10, 2017 

L403-1 Thank you for transmitting Los Angeles Council Member Jose Huizar’s November 
8, 2017, comment letter on the environmental document prepared for the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project. The Council Member’s November 8, 2017 
comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project and are being responded to as part of that 
Mitigated Negative Declaration.   

To the extent the November 8, 2017 comment letter references the Grayson 
Repowering Project the following responses are provided.   

The Draft EIR for the Grayson Repowering Project considered cumulative impacts 
from related projects in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis located in Section 4.11 
or the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 and Response to 
Comment No. L1010-1, -5, -6, -7 and -8.  

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos.  3, 4, 8, and 9. 

L404 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 10, 2017 

L404-1 This comment quotes an article regarding a Vermont utility utilizing Tesla battery 
packs for extra grid power during peak usage times and recites that the Draft EIR 
assumes that battery storage would cost $500,000/MWH installed. The pricing 
used in the Draft EIR assumes a lithium ion battery storage system because the 
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majority of recent energy storage projects utilize this technology. As an example, 
in Pomona, CA, the Pomona Energy Storage project is a 20 MW/80 MWH system 
completed in December 2016 for which the stated project cost on the project 
sponsor’s website is $40-45 million, or $500,000 per installed megawatt-hour 
(MWH).     

As stated in the Draft EIR, costs are declining, and storage systems (battery system 
only, not including site and interconnect costs) today are being quoted at lower 
costs. Thus, the Draft EIR included “a twenty percent reduction in the estimated 
cost per MWH due to economy of scale” and used a cost of $400,000 per MWH. 

The site and interconnection costs of battery storage can be substantial. To even 
get the output voltage from inverters to 69 kV can require two sets of transformers 
and circuit breakers.  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L404-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L404-1 and Topical Response Nos. 4 
and 5.  

L404-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L404-1 and Topical Response Nos. 4, 5 
and 6. 

L404-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 4 and 5. 

L404-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 7. 

L405 – Response to Comments from Silvana Sahakian, dated November 11, 2017 

L405-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L405-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L406 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 12, 2017 

L406-1 This comment quotes a portion of CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d). No 
response is required. However, it should be noted that the Project’s consistency 
with the City of Glendale’s General Plan Land Use Element was analyzed in the 
Initial Study included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Project is not located 
within a Specific Plan area. The Project’s consistency with other state, regional 
and local plans is discussed throughout the environmental impact analyses 
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sections in the Draft EIR. Some examples of analyzing the Project’s consistency 
with such plans include the following: 

• Air Quality Management Plan (Draft EIR Section 4.3); 

• Greener Glendale Plan (Draft EIR Section 4.5);  

• City of Glendale General Plan Noise Element (Draft EIR Section 4.8); and 

• Regional Transportation Plan, Congestion Management Program, City of 
Glendale General Plan (Circulation Element), and City of Glendale 
Bicycle Transportation Plan (Draft EIR, Section 4.9). 

L406-2 This comment quotes the Draft EIR discussion of the City’s Greener Glendale Plan 
in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter. No response is required. However, to 
the extent that the commenter is suggesting that the Draft EIR is inadequate for 
failure to describe the Project as inconsistent with the Greener Glendale Plan, the 
City does not agree that the Project is inconsistent with the Greener Glendale 
Plan. The City intends to meet or exceed the regional GHG reduction targets 
outlined in the Greener Glendale Plan, with or without the Project. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L406-1 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 7 and 9 for further 
information.  

L406-3 The reference to Section 4,5.4 in the Draft EIR was a typographical error. The 
correct section reference is Section 4.5.3, which is being corrected in this Final EIR 
at Errata, page 4.5.5. 

L406-4 This comment quotes the Draft EIR discussion of the Greener Glendale Plan in the 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter and provides a link to the Greener Glendale 
Plan. No response is required. 

L406-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 9. 

L406-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L387-4 and Topical Response Nos. 9 
and 11. 

L406-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion or (or preference 
about) the Project.  The Draft EIR is not a policy document.  An EIR must identify 
and focus on “significant environmental effects” of a proposed project.  The CEA 
Guidelines and courts have specified standards for adequacy of this analysis in 
EIRs.  CEQA Guidelines §§15126(a), 15126.2(a).  The determination of whether a 
project has significant environmental effects is based on several factors including 
thresholds of significance, adopted policies, expert judgment, significance 
standards recommended by regulatory agencies, the initial study checklist in 
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CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, and CEQA standards triggering preparation of an 
EIR.   As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR for the Project was prepared using all 
these factors as a basis for arriving at environmental impact significance 
determinations in each of the impact categories that CEQA requires the Lead 
Agency to evaluate.  The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for 
the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. Please refer also to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7. 

L406-8 Please refer to Topical Responses No. 1, 2 and 7. 

L406-9 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response Nos. 5 
and 9. 

L406-10 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response Nos. 5, 7, 
8 and 9 

L406-11 Please refer to Topical Responses No. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 15. 

L407 – Response to Comments from Karina Borja, dated November 12, 2017 

L407-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L407-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L408 – Response to Comments from Maria Trejo, dated November 12, 2017 

L408-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L408-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L409 – Response to Comments from Vartkes Torosian, dated November 12, 2017 

L409-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L409-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L410 – Response to Comments from Andrew Daly, dated November 13, 2017 

L410-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L410-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

L410-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L411 – Response to Comments from Carol Bennett, dated November 13, 2017 

L411-1 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L411-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 15. 

L411-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4 and 5. 

L411-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L411-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L412 – Response to Comments from Giovanni Colombo, dated November 13, 2017 

L412-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L412-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L412-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L413 – Response to Comments from John Oda, dated November 13, 2017 

L413-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L413-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L413-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L413-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L413-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L413-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L413-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L414 – Response to Comments from Margaret Burdge, dated November 13, 2017 

L414-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L414-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L414-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L414-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L415 – Response to Comments from Melanie McKinnell, dated November 13, 2017 

L415-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L415-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L415-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L415-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L415-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L415-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L415-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L416 – Response to Comments from Mina Chassler, dated November 13, 2017 

L416-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L416-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L416-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L416-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L416-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L416-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L416-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L417 – Response to Comments from Parul Sharma, dated November 13, 2017 

L417-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L417-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L417-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L417-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L417-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L417-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L417-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L418 – Response to Comments from Philip Green, dated November 13, 2017 

L418-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 

L418-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L418-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L419 – Response to Comments from Thom Hawkins, dated November 13, 2017 
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L419-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L419-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L419-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L420 – Response to Comments from Vivian Kanchian, dated November 13, 2017 

L420-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L420-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
and 8. 

L420-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L420-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L420-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L421 – Response to Comments from Alexandra and Kim Hopkins, dated November 14, 2017 

L421-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 
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L421-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 
8, and 9. 

L421-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L422 – Response to Comments from Ali Awan, dated November 14, 2017 

L422-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L422-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L422-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L423 – Response to Comments from Alison Boro, dated November 14, 2017 

L423-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L423-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L423-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L423-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L423-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L423-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L423-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L424 – Response to Comments from Amanda Tenney, dated November 14, 2017 
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L424-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L424-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L424-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L424-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L425 – Response to Comments from Amelia Pitti, dated November 14, 2017 

L425-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 7. 

L425-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L425-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L425-4  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L425-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L426 – Response to Comments from Angela Gunn, dated November 14, 2017 

L426-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L426-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L426-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L426-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L427 – Response to Comments from Anita Torres, dated November 14, 2017 

L427-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L427-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L427-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L427-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L428 – Response to Comments from Anna Saunders, dated November 14, 2017 

L428-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L428-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L428-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L428-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L428-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L429 – Response to Comments from Annette Pederson, dated November 14, 2017 
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L429-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L429-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L429-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L429-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L430 – Response to Comments from Arlene Montez, dated November 14, 2017 

L430-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L430-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L430-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L430-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L431 – Response to Comments from Arsen Sarkissian, dated November 14, 2017 

L431-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment L100-2 and Topical Response No. 8. 

L431-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L431-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L431-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L431-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L432 – Response to Comments from Artineh Havan, dated November 14, 2017 

L432-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L432-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L432-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L432-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L433 – Response to Comments from Barbara Barnard, dated November 14, 2017 

L433-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L433-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L433-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L433-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L434 – Response to Comments from Barbara Gerhart, dated November 14, 2017 

L434-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L434-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L434-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L434-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L435 – Response to Comments from Beth Trussell, dated November 14, 2017 

L435-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L435-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L435-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L435-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L436 – Response to Comments from Bettina Bickel, dated November 14, 2017 

L436-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L436-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L436-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L436-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L437 – Response to Comments from Beverly Wright, dated November 14, 2017 

L437-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L437-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L437-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L437-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L438 – Response to Comments from Bill Cole, dated November 14, 2017 

L438-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L438-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L438-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L438-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L439 – Response to Comments from Brenda Grenfell, dated November 14, 2017 

L439-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L439-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L439-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L439-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L440 – Response to Comments from Brett Jackson, dated November 14, 2017 

L440-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L440-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L440-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L440-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L441 – Response to Comments from Brian Bowman, dated November 14, 2017 

L441-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L441-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 8. 

L442 – Response to Comments from Cari Field, dated November 14, 2017 

L442-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L442-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L442-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L442-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L443 – Response to Comments from Caroline Johnson, dated November 14, 2017 

L443-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8. 

L443-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L443-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L443-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
and 5. 

L444 – Response to Comments from Chris Czajkowski, dated November 14, 2017 

L444-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L444-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L444-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L444-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L445 – Response to Comments from Claudia Hasenhuttl, dated November 14, 2017 

L445-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L445-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L445-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L445-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L446 – Response to Comments from Cynthia Tucker, dated November 14, 2017 

L446-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L446-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L446-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L446-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L446-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L447 – Response to Comments from Dale Reynolds, dated November 14, 2017 

L447-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L447-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L447-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L447-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L448 – Response to Comments from Danielle Rayne, dated November 14, 2017 

L448-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L448-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L448-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L448-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L448-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L449 – Response to Comments from David Anthony, dated November 14, 2017 

L449-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L449-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12. 

L449-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L449-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L450 – Response to Comments from David Drucker, dated November 14, 2017 

L450-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L450-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L450-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L450-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L451 – Response to Comments from David Tilton, dated November 14, 2017 
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L451-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L451-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L451-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L451-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L451-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L452 – Response to Comments from Diane Beglin, dated November 14, 2017 

L452-1  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L452-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L452-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L452-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L453 – Response to Comments from Diane Charles, dated November 14, 2017 

L453-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L977-12. 
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L453-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L453-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L453-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L453-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L454 – Response to Comments from Donna Allen, dated November 14, 2017 

L454-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L454-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L454-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L454-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L455 – Response to Comments from Dr. Hank Schlinger, dated November 14, 2017 

L455-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 8, and 9. 

L455-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L455-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L455-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L455-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L456 – Response to Comments from Edward Walsh, dated November 14, 2017 

L456-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L456-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L456-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L456-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4,5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L457 – Response to Comments from Elaine Taylor, dated November 14, 2017 

L457-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L457-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L457-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L457-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L458 – Response to Comments from Elena Owens, dated November 14, 2017 

L458-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L458-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L458-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L458-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L459 – Response to Comments from Evanne Drucker, dated November 14, 2017 

L459-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L459-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L459-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L459-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L460 – Response to Comments from Frances Kosin, dated November 14, 2017 

L460-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L460-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L460-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L460-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L461 – Response to Comments from Frank Benitez, dated November 14, 2017 

L461-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L461-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L461-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L461-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L462 – Response to Comments from Geoff Regalado, dated November 14, 2017 

L462-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L462-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L462-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L462-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L463 – Response to Comments from Gina Baitman, dated November 14, 2017 

L463-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L463-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L463-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L463-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L463-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L464 – Response to Comments from Glen Ihrig, dated November 14, 2017 
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L464-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L464-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L464-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L464-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L464-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L465 – Response to Comments from James Moran, dated November 14, 2017 

L465-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L465-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L465-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L465-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L466 – Response to Comments from James Spencer, dated November 14, 2017 

L466-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L466-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L466-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L466-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L467 – Response to Comments from Jamie Gambell, dated November 14, 2017 

L467-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L467-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

L467-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L468 – Response to Comments from Jan Leath, dated November 14, 2017 

L468-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L468-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L468-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L468-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L469 – Response to Comments from Janis Ihrig, dated November 14, 2017 

L469-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L469-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L469-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L469-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L470 – Response to Comments from Joanne Hedge, dated November 14, 2017 

L470-1 Please refer to Chapters 4.3, 4.8, and 4.9 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response 
Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

L470-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L470-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L470-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L470-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L471 – Response to Comments from Jonathon Ray, dated November 14, 2017 

L471-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L471-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L471-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L471-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L472 – Response to Comments from Juliane Crump, dated November 14, 2017 
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L472-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L472-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L472-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L472-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L473 – Response to Comments from Julie Riggott, dated November 14, 2017 

L473-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L473-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L473-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L473-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L474 – Response to Comments from Julie Svendsen, dated November 14, 2017 

L474-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L474-2 Please refer Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L474-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L474-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L475 – Response to Comments from Katherine Bratton, dated November 14, 2017 
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L475-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L475-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L475-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L475-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L476 – Response to Comments from Kenneth Bohne, dated November 14, 2017 

L476-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L476-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L476-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L476-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L477 – Response to Comments from Kimiko Feehan, dated November 14, 2017 

L477-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L477-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L477-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L477-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L477-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L477-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L477-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L478 – Response to Comments from Kristie Brown, dated November 14, 2017 

L478-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 10. 

L478-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L478-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L478-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L478-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L479 – Response to Comments from Kyung Hosto, dated November 14, 2017 

L479-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L479-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L479-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L479-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L479-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L480 – Response to Comments from Lizabeth Flyer, dated November 14, 2017 
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L480-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L480-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L480-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L480-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L481 – Response to Comments from Lisi Brown, dated November 14, 2017 

L481-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L481-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L481-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L481-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L482 – Response to Comments from Margaret Gorelick, dated November 14, 2017 

L482-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L482-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L483 – Response to Comments from Margaret Gwynne, dated November 14, 2017 

L483-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L483-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L483-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L483-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L484 – Response to Comments from Mark Linett, dated November 14, 2017 

L484-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, and 8. 

L484-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L484-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L484-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L484-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L485 – Response to Comments from Mary Ashley, dated November 14, 2017 

L485-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L485-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L485-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L485-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L485-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L486 – Response to Comments from Mary Padama, dated November 14, 2017 

L486-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L486-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L486-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L486-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L487 – Response to Comments from Maryfrances Gill, dated November 14, 2017 

L487-1 Please refer Topical Response No. 8. 

L487-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L487-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L487-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L487-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L488 – Response to Comments from Matthew Geisert, dated November 14, 2017 

L488-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L488-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L488-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L488-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L489 – Response to Comments from Michelle Cole, dated November 17, 2017 

L489-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L489-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L489-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L489-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L490 – Response to Comments from Mike Pearl, dated November 14, 2017 

L490-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L490-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
5, and 9. 

L490-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer 
Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
4, and 5. 

L490-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 3, 7, and 9. 

L490-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9. 

L491 – Response to Comments from Mohamed Elebrashy, dated November 14, 2017 

L491-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L491-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L491-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L491-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L492 – Response to Comments from Monica Karalis, dated November 14, 2017 

L492-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L492-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L492-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L492-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L492-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L492-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L492-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L493 – Response to Comments from Muriel Leventis, dated November 14, 2017 

L493-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L493-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L493-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L493-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L493-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L493-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L493-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L494 – Response to Comments from Nancy Hutchins, dated November 14, 2017 

L494-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L494-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L494-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L494-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L494-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L494-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L494-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L495 – Response to Comments from Natalie Ott, dated November 14, 2017 

L495-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L495-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L495-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L495-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L495-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L496 – Response to Comments from Nikki Lotfabadi, dated November 14, 2017 

L496-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L496-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L496-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L496-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L497 – Response to Comments from Patricia Grogan, dated November 14, 2017 

L497-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L497-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L497-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L497-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L498 – Response to Comments from Patricia Hall, dated November 14, 2017 
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L498-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L498-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L498-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L498-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L499 – Response to Comments from Patty Diana, dated November 14, 2017 

L499-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L499-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L499-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L499-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

9.1.3.6 500 through 599 

L500 – Response to Comments from R. Leslie Choi, dated November 14, 2017 

L500-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L500-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L500-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L500-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L500-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L501 – Response to Comments from Raymond Ewing, dated November 14, 2017 

L501-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L501-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L502 – Response to Comments from Rebecca Geiser, dated November 14, 2017 

L502-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L502-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L502-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L502-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L502-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L503 – Response to Comments from Robert Meadows, dated November 14, 2017 

L503-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L503-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L503-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L503-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L504 – Response to Comments from Roberta Medford, dated November 14, 2017 

L504-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L504-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L504-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L504-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L504-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L504-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L504-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L505 – Response to Comments from Ruby Lee, dated November 14, 2017 

L505-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L505-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L505-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L505-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L506 – Response to Comments from Ryan Davis, dated November 14, 2017 
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L506-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L506-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L506-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L506-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L507 – Response to Comments from Sandra Christopher, dated November 14, 2017 

L507-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L507-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L507-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L507-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L508 – Response to Comments from Sara Levy, dated November 14, 2017 

L508-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L508-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L508-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 
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L508-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L509 – Response to Comments from Sarita Williams, dated November 14, 2017 

L509-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L509-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L509-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L509-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L510 – Response to Comments from Sato Gharibian, dated November 14, 2017 

L510-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L977-12. 

L510-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L510-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L510-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L510-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L511 – Response to Comments from Sheri Robinson, dated November 14, 2017 

L511-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 5, and 6. 
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L511-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L511-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L511-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L511-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L512 – Response to Comments from Sherry St Pierre, dated November 14, 2017 

L512-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L512-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L512-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L512-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L513 – Response to Comments from Silvana Sahakian, dated November 14, 2017 

L513-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9.   

L513-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L513-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L513-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L513-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L513-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L514 – Response to Comments from Stephanie Flanagan, dated November 14, 2017 

L514-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L514-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8. 

L514-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L515 – Response to Comments from Sudi McCollum, dated November 14, 2017 

L515-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L515-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L515-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L515-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L516 – Response to Comments from Susan Goldberg, dated November 14, 2017 

L516-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L516-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L516-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L516-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L517 – Response to Comments from Susan Natale, dated November 14, 2017 

L517-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L517-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L517-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L517-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L518 – Response to Comments from Susi Higgins, dated November 14, 2017 

L518-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L518-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L518-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L518-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L519 – Response to Comments from Suzanne Nelson, dated November 14, 2017 

L519-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L519-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L519-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L519-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L519-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L520 – Response to Comments from Teny Haroutunian, dated November 14, 2017 

L520-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L520-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L520-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L520-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L521 – Response to Comments from Teresa Cusumano, dated November 14, 2017 

L521-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 15. 

L521-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L521-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L521-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L521-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L522 – Response to Comments from Teresa Mays, dated November 14, 2017 

L522-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.410 

 

analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L522-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L522-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L522-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos.  4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L523 – Response to Comments from Teri Cusumano, dated November 14, 2017 

L523-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L523-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L523-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
and 5. 

L523-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5, 6, and 10. 

L523-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L524 – Response to Comments from Tiffany Hayden, dated November 14, 2017 

L524-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L524-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L524-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L524-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L525 – Response to Comments from Tim Murphy, dated November 14, 2017 
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L525-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L525-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L525-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L525-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L526 – Response to Comments from Tim Schumacher, dated November 14, 2017 

L526-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L526-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L526-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L526-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L526-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L527 – Response to Comments from Victor Bustillos, dated November 14, 2017 

L527-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s support of the Project. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L528 – Response to Comments from Wolfgang Rosenau, dated November 14, 2017 
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L528-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L528-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L528-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L528-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L529 – Response to Comments from YaNan Chou, dated November 14, 2017 

L529-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L529-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L529-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L529-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L530 – Response to Comments from Zareh Gorjian, dated November 14, 2017 

L530-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L530-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L530-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L530-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L531 – Response to Comments from Zena Gardner, dated November 14, 2017 
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L531-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L531-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L531-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L531-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L532 – Response to Comments from Anna Pearson, dated November 14, 2017 

L532-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L532-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L532-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L532-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L532-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L533 – Response to Comments from Arin Simonian, dated November 15, 2017 

L533-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L533-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L533-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L533-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L533-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L534 – Response to Comments from Benjamin Hewitt, dated November 15, 2017 

L534-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 and 8. 

L534-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L535 – Response to Comments from Don and Valerie Staveley, dated November 15, 2017 

L535-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L535-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L536 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Toomanian, dated November 15, 2017 

L536-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L536-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L536-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L536-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L536-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L537 – Response to Comments from Emilia Der sarkissian, dated November 15, 2017 

L537-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L537-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L537-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L537-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L538 – Response to Comments from Gina Esposito, dated November 15, 2017 

L538-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L538-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L539 – Response to Comments from Hanna Houglum, dated November 15, 2017 

L539-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L539-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L539-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L539-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L540 – Response to Comments from Herbert Windel, dated November 15, 2017 
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L540-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L540-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L540-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L540-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L541 – Response to Comments from Jamie Davis, dated November 15, 2017 

L541-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L541-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L541-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L542 – Response to Comments from Livia DiMatteo Roberts, dated November 15, 2017 

L542-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L542-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L542-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L543 – Response to Comments from Jean Kyle Velasquez, dated November 15, 2017 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.417 

 

L543-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 8 and 9.  

L543-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L543-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L543-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L543-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L544 – Response to Comments from Jeannie Yip Cho, dated November 15, 2017 

L544-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L544-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L545 – Response to Comments from Jennifer Haufler, dated November 15, 2017 

L545-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L545-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L545-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L545-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L546 – Response to Comments from Jennifer Jordison, dated November 15, 2017 

L546-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   
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L546-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. -298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
5, and 6. 

L546-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L546-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L546-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L546-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L547 – Response to Comments from Jesse Parker, dated November 15, 2017 

L547-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L547-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L547-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L547-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L547-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L548 – Response to Comments from Jose Vasquez, dated November 15, 2017 

L548-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L548-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L548-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.419 

 

L548-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L548-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L549 – Response to Comments from Kimberly Campbell, dated November 15, 2017 

L549-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L549-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L549-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L550 – Response to Comments from Lisa Cole, dated November 15, 2017 

L550-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L550-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 and 8.  

L550-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L551 – Response to Comments from Livia DiMatteo Roberts, dated November 15, 2017 

L551-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L551-2  Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L551-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L552 – Response to Comments from Mark Cooper, dated November 15, 2017 

L552-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.   

L552-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L552-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L552-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L552-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L553 – Response to Comments from Maya Gingery, dated November 15, 2017 

L553-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L553-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 9. 

L553-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L554 – Response to Comments from Michele Morales, dated November 15, 2017 

L554-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L554-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L554-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L554-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L554-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L555 – Response to Comments from Nejdeh Martirossian, dated November 15, 2017 

L555-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5 and 8. 

L555-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L555-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L555-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L555-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L556 – Response to Comments from Nicola Deane, dated November 15, 2017 

L556-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8. 

L556-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L556-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L556-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L556-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L556-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L556-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L556-8 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L557 – Response to Comments from Patricia Gamboa, dated November 15, 2017 

L557-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L557-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L557-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L557-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L557-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L558 – Response to Comments from Rachel Jones, dated November 15, 2017 

L558-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L558-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.423 

 

commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L558-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L559 – Response to Comments from Rima R., dated November 15, 2017 

L559-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L559-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L559-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L560 – Response to Comments from Robin Wright, dated November 15, 2017 

L560-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L560-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L560-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L560-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L560-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L561 – Response to Comments from Royce Gorsuch, dated November 15, 2017 
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L561-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L561-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L561-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L561-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L561-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L562 – Response to Comments from Steve Weiss, dated November 15, 2017 

L562-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L562-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L562-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L562-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L563 – Response to Comments from Zoe Woodcraft, dated November 15, 2017 

L563-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L563-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L563-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L563-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L564 – Response to Comments from Alan Butterworth, dated November 16, 2017 

L564-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L564-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.   

L564-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L564-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L565 – Response to Comments from Alexander Coss, dated November 16, 2017 

L565-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L565-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L565-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L565-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L565-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L565-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L565-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L566 – Response to Comments from Amy Koss, dated November 16, 2017 

L566-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L566-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L566-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L566-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L566-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L567 – Response to Comments from Anoosh Hambarsumian, dated November 16, 2017 

L567-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L567-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L567-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L567-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L567-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L568 – Response to Comments from Arin Sadhegian, dated November 16, 2017 

L568-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L568-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L568-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L568-4 Please refer Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L569 – Response to Comments from Arlette Croels, dated November 16, 2017 

L569-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L569-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L569-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L569-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L569-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L569-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L569-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L570 – Response to Comments from Briah Jardin, dated November 16, 2017 

L570-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L570-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L570-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L570-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L571 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 16, 2017 

L571-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L571-2 This comment repeats the text of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) and 
(C), which describe the typical evaluation of a No Project Alternative for a 
development project other than the revision of an existing land use or regulatory 
plan, policy or ongoing operation. The No Project Alternative described in Section 
5.2.1 of the Draft EIR complies with the requirements of CEQA. It analyzes a 
scenario where the Grayson Power Plant would not be repowered and the 
existing equipment would continue to operate as long as maintenance is still 
feasible and economic. The feasibility of maintaining aging units is declining, and 
the cost of maintenance would continue to increase, as would the likelihood of 
future electrical power outages. At some point, when maintenance is no longer 
practical, the units would be shut down. This No Project Alternative scenario is a 
reasonable consequence of not proceeding with the Project.  

The commenter suggests analysis of other Project alternatives as part of the No 
Project Alternatives. Some of these suggestions were analyzed in the Draft EIR, as 
other Project alternatives. Other suggestions, such as maintaining the existing units 
when maintenance is no longer practical, are not feasible. The Draft EIR includes 
a reasonable range of alternatives and CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
consider every alternative recommended or demanded by commenters. An EIR 
need not consider all potential alternatives to a project.  CEQA does not require 
that an EIR study specific alternatives suggested by members of the public or 
other agencies. See Center for Biological Diversity v Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015 234 CA4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 
208 CA4th 362, 420.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 325-1Please refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 6, 7, and 11 for further information. 

L571-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L572 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 16, 2017 
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L572-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L572-2 This comment quotes the text of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(1)(A) through 
(D), which describe the consideration and discussion of mitigation measures 
proposed to minimize significant effects in general. No response is required.  

L572-3 This comment suggests that alternative mitigation measures must be discussed 
even when a particular impact is less-than-significant or is reduced to less-than-
significant levels by mitigation. The example provided by the commenter is that 
greenhouse gas emission impacts are mitigated to less-than-significant levels, but 
no alternative mitigation strategies are discussed.  

To be clear, the Draft EIR at Section 4.5 analyzes the greenhouse gas emissions 
impacts of the Project and determined that no mitigation measures are required 
because the impacts are less than significant. As shown in Table 4-37 of the Draft 
EIR, the net increase of greenhouse gas emissions from the operation of the 
Project exceeds the significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year. The 
greenhouse gas emissions exceedance is solely contributed from operating the 
proposed combustion turbines and transformers. However, the Project is required 
comply with the State Cap-and-Trade program by reporting CO2e emissions from 
the Grayson Power Plant and acquiring allowances and offset credits to mitigate 
100 percent of greenhouse gas emissions from the combustion equipment and 
transformers. Net emissions after mitigation will include only emissions related to 
facility occupants and will be well below the 10,000-metric ton significance 
threshold. . 

Because the greenhouse gas emission impacts of the Project are less than 
significant, CEQA Guideline Section 15126.4 does not apply. Furthermore, “an EIR 
need not analyze ‘every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its 
concern is with feasible means of reducing environmental effects.” SCOPE v 
Santa Clarita, 2011 197 Cal.App.4th 1042 (quoting Los Angeles Unified School 
District v. City of Los Angeles. 58 Cal.App.4th 1019 (1997)). Accordingly, once an 
impact has been mitigated, there is no obligation to consider further measures or 
alternative measures.  

With respect to greenhouse gas impacts generally and the claim that the 
significant effects of purchasing offsets must be analyzed and only displaces 
impacts, please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 
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L572-4 This comment quotes the Draft EIR discussion of AB 398. No response is required. 

L572-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 572-3. 

L572-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L573 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 16, 2017 

L573-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L573-2 This letter was followed by a virtually identical email from the commenter three 
days later on November 19, 2017, with corrections made to the first two words of 
the fifth paragraph, where “Pace Global” was replaced with “Stantec”. The 
November 19, 2017 email is recorded as Response to Comment No. L747. Please 
refer to Response to Comment Letter No. 747 for responses to this letter. 

L573-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15.  

L574 – Response to Comments from Unidentified Commenter dated November 16, 2017 

L574-1 This comment is submitted from a Sierra Club email address, but the name of the 
commenter is not given.  This is a general statement about the commenter’s 
opinion of (or preference about) the Project. The comment does not identify a 
specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and 
compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L574-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L574-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L574-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L574-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L574-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L574-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L575 – Response to Comments from Carol Holst, dated November 16, 2017 

L575-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L575-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L575-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L575-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L575-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L576 – Response to Comments from Christina Orsan, dated November 16, 2017 

L576-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L576-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L576-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L576-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L577 – Response to Comments from Clare Wood, dated November 16, 2017 

L577-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 8. 

L577-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L577-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L577-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L577-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L578 – Response to Comments from Claudia DiCosola, dated November 16, 2017 

L578-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5.  

L578-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L578-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L578-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L578-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L579 – Response to Comments from Dharma Rahkonen, dated November 16, 2017 

L579-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 8. 

L579-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L579-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L579-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L579-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L580 – Response to Comments from Dora Herrera, dated November 16, 2017 

L580-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L580-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L580-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L580-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L580-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L581 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Guzman, dated November 16, 2017 
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L581-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L581-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L581-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L581-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L582 – Response to Comments from Fred Cerrillo, dated November 16, 2017 

L582-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L582-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L582-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L582-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L582-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L582-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L582-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L583 – Response to Comments from Gerry Rankin, dated November 16, 2017 

L583-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and L298-65, , and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 9. Also, the Project would remain economically 
viable even were Senate Bill 100 passed, which would require 100 percent 
carbon-free electricity by 2045. 

L583-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8 and 9.  

L583-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 5. 
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L583-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 4 and 5. 

L583-5 A Cumulative Impact Analysis considering the Biogas Renewable Generation 
Project, the Scholl Canyon Landfill Expansion Project, and the Green Waste 
Digester Project with the Grayson Repowering Project is included as Section 4.11 
of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L28-15 and Topical 
Response No. 11.   

L583-6 Please refer Response to Comment No. L28 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 8, and 9. 

L583-7 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L28 and Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 5, 
6, 8, 9, and 11. 

L584 – Response to Comments from Gina Esposito, dated November 16, 2017 

L584-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L584-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L584-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L584-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L584-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L585 – Response to Comments from Grace Jidoun, dated November 16, 2017 

L585-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.436 

 

consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L585-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L585-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L585-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L586 – Response to Comments from Harma Shajanian, dated November 16, 2017 

L586-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L586-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L586-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L586-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L586-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L587 – Response to Comments from Heather Trappler, dated November 16, 2017 

L587-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L587-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L587-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L587-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L587-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L587-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L587-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L588 – Response to Comments from Helen De La Cruz, dated November 16, 2017 

L588-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L588-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L588-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L588-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L589 – Response to Comments from Ibet Acevedo, dated November 16, 2017 

L589-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L589-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L589-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L589-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L589-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L589-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L589-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L590 – Response to Comments from Jane Potelle, dated November 16, 2017 
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L590-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L590-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L590-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L590-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L590-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L591 – Response to Comments from Jaye Scholl, dated November 16, 2017 

L591-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L591-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L591-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L591-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L591-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L591-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L591-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L592 – Response to Comments from Jen Haufler, dated November 16, 2017 
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L592-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L592-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L592-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L592-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L592-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L592-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L592-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L593 – Response to Comments from Jenny Cruz, dated November 16, 2017 

L593-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L593-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L593-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L593-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L594 – Response to Comments from John Patton, dated November 16, 2017 

L594-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 
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L594-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L594-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 15. 

L595 – Response to Comments from Jose Diaz, dated November 16, 2017 

L595-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L595-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 8, and 9. 

L595-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L596 – Response to Comments from Karen Lowe, dated November 16, 2017 

L596-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L596-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L596-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L597 – Response to Comments from Kate Mellors, dated November 16, 2017 

L597-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L597-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L597-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L597-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L597-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L597-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L597-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L598 – Response to Comments from Kathleen Clark, dated November 16, 2017 

L598-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L598-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L598-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L598-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L599 – Response to Comments from Kay Chang, dated November 16, 2017 

L599-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L599-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L599-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

9.1.3.7 600 through 699 

L600 – Response to Comments from Laura Kirakosian, dated November 16, 2017 
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L600-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L600-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L600-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L600-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L600-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L601 – Response to Comments from Leonard Cremer, dated November 16, 2017 

L601-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L601-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L601-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L601-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L601-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L602 – Response to Comments from Loosiek Hairapetian, dated November 16, 2017 

L602-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L602-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L602-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L602-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L602-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L603 – Response to Comments from Marc Jensen, dated November 16, 2017 

L603-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L603-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L603-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L603-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L603-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L603-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L603-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L604 – Response to Comments from Marida Torosyan, dated November 16, 2017 

L604-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L604-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L604-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L605 – Response to Comments from Marnie and Marc Gaede, dated November 16, 2017 

L605-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L605-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L605-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L605-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L606 – Response to Comments from Maria Victoria Brion, dated November 16, 2017 

L606-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L606-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L606-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L606-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L606-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L607 – Response to Comments from Natasha Wlasoff, dated November 16, 2017 
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L607-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L607-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L607-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L607-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L607-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L608 – Response to Comments from Patricia Poole, dated November 16, 2017 

L608-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L608-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L608-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L608-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L609 – Response to Comments from Renee Holt, dated November 16, 2017 

L609-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L609-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L609-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L609-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L609-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L610 – Response to Comments from Robin Bissiri-Lewis, dated November 16, 2017 

L610-1 This comment is in relation to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and the 
Green Waste Digester Project. It does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Grayson Repowering Project Final EIR and 
compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project.  

A Cumulative Impact Analysis considering these projects with the Grayson 
Repowering Project is included as Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response No. 11. 

L610-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L610-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L610-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L610-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L611 – Response to Comments from Scott Lowe, dated November 16, 2017 

L611-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L611-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 
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L611-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L404-1 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 
and 5. 

L611-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L611-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 7. 

L611-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L100-2. 

L612 – Response to Comments from Shantie Midnight, dated November 16, 2017 

L612-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L612-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L612-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L612-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L612-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L613 – Response to Comments from Shirley Spady, dated November 16, 2017 

L613-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L613-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L613-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L613-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L613-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L614 – Response to Comments from Steve Colton, dated November 16, 2017 

L614-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L614-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L614-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L614-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L614-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L614-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L614-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L615 – Response to Comments from Susan Jeffery, dated November 16, 2017 

L615-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L615-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L615-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L615-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L615-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L616 – Response to Comments from Thomas Trappler, dated November 16, 2017 

L616-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L616-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L616-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L616-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L616-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L616-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L616-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L617 – Response to Comments from Tina Clark, dated November 16, 2017 

L617-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L617-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L617-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L617-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L618 – Response to Comments from Tina Wilson, dated November 16, 2017 

L618-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L618-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L618-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L618-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L618-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L619 – Response to Comments from Violette Sacre, dated November 16, 2017 

L619-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L619-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L619-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L620 – Response to Comments from Wylder Tomlinson, dated November 16, 2017 

L620-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L620-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L620-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L620-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L621 – Response to Comments from Yana Yesayeva, dated November 16, 2017 

L621-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L621-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L622 – Response to Comments from Abigail Rodriguez, dated November 17, 2017 

L622-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L622-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L622-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L622-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L622-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L623 – Response to Comments from Alicia Fregozo, dated November 17, 2017 

L623-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L623-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L623-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L623-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L623-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L624 – Response to Comments from Jerry Zeiger, dated November 17, 2017 

L624-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L624-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5. 

L625 – Response to Comments from Amelia Pitti, dated November 17, 2017 

L625-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L625-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L625-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L625-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L625-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L625-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L625-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L626 – Response to Comments from Analisa Swan, dated November 17, 2017 

L626-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L626-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L627 – Response to Comments from Anne Galiana, dated November 17, 2017 

L627-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L627-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L627-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L627-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L627-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L627-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L627-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L628 – Response to Comments from Armina LaManna, dated November 17, 2017 

L628-1 The Project is not proposing a relationship with the Aliso Canyon Storage Facility. 
Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 

L628-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5. 

L628-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L628-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L628-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L629 – Response to Comments from Brian Estrada, dated November 17, 2017 
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L629-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L629-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L629-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L629-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L629-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L630 – Response to Comments from Brooke Mulkins, dated November 17, 2017 

L630-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L630-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L630-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L630-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L630-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L630-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L631 – Response to Comments from Carrie Meadows, dated November 17, 2017 

L631-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L631-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L631-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L631-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L631-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L632 – Response to Comments from Cecilia Wu, dated November 17, 2017 

L632-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L632-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L633 – Response to Comments from Charles Krol, dated November 17, 2017 

L633-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L633-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7.  

L633-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L633-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L634 – Response to Comments from Claudia Somma, dated November 17, 2017 

L634-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L634-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L634-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L634-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L634-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L635 – Response to Comments from Cynthia Molin, dated November 17, 2017 

L635-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L635-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L635-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L635-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L635-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L636 – Response to Comments from D Leee, dated November 17, 2017 

L636-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L636-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L636-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L636-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L636-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L637 – Response to Comments from Dena Hernandez-Kosche, dated November 17, 2017 

L637-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L637-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L637-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L637-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L637-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L638 – Response to Comments from Diana del Rio, dated November 17, 2017 

L638-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L638-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L638-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L638-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L639 – Response to Comments from Efram Potelle, dated November 17, 2017 

L639-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L639-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L639-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 

L639-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L639-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L639-6 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L639-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7, and 8. 

L639-8 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L640 – Response to Comments from Frances F. Coburn PhD, dated November 17, 2017 

L640-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 3. 

L640-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 8, and 9. 

L640-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 3. 

L640-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L640-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L641 – Response to Comments from Gabriel Hernandez, dated November 17, 2017 

L641-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L641-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L641-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L641-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L641-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L642 – Response to Comments from Gina Festagallo, dated November 17, 2017 

L642-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L642-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L642-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L642-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L642-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L642-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L642-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L643 – Response to Comments from Gloria Heredia, dated November 17, 2017 

L643-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L643-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L643-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L643-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L643-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L644 – Response to Comments from Grace Gonzalez, dated November 17, 2017 

L644-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L644-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L644-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L644-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L644-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L645 – Response to Comments from Jamie Brozovich, dated November 17, 2017 

L645-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L645-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L645-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L645-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L645-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L645-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L645-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L646 – Response to Comments from Jeff Ahern, dated November 17, 2017 

L646-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L646-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L646-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L646-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L646-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L646-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L646-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L647 – Response to Comments from Jenik Yans, dated November 17, 2017 

L647-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L647-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L647-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L647-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L647-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L648 – Response to Comments from Joan Morris, dated November 17, 2017 

L648-1 The commenter expresses an opinion that the Grayson Repowering Project is 
directly related to the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. A Cumulative 
Impact Analysis considering The Biogas Renewable Generation Project with the 
Grayson Repowering Project is included as Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. Please 
also refer to Topical Response No. 11. For more information about the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project, please find a copy of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project via the following link:  
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=38536.  

L648-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 11. 

L648-3 Please refer Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 9. 

L648-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L648-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11. 

L649 – Response to Comments from Katie Metz, dated November 17, 2017 

L649-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L649-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L649-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L649-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L649-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L650 – Response to Comments from Kristin Mayberru, dated November 17, 2017 

L650-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L650-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L650-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L650-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L651 – Response to Comments from Linda Sturges, dated November 17, 2017 

L651-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L651-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L651-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L651-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L651-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L652 – Response to Comments from Maral Piloyan, dated November 17, 2017 

L652-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L652-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L652-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L653 – Response to Comments from Nicole Auckerman, dated November 17, 2017 

L653-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L653-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L653-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L653-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L653-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L653-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L653-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L654 – Response to Comments from Paxton Frazier, dated November 17, 2017 

L654-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L654-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L85-3 and Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, 
and 10. 

L654-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 6, and 5. 

L654-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L655 – Response to Comments from Raquel Piloyan, dated November 17, 2017 

L655-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L655-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 4 and 5. 

L655-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L656 – Response to Comments from Raul Ocampo, dated November 17, 2017 

L656-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L656-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L656-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L656-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L657 – Response to Comments from Rena Sassi, dated November 17, 2017 

L657-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L657-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 8 and 9. 

L657-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L658 – Response to Comments from Sandra Ulloa, dated November 17, 2017 

L658-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L658-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L658-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L658-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L658-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.467 

 

L658-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L658-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L659 – Response to Comments from Sarah Spangler, dated November 17, 2017 

L659-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L659-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L659-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L660 – Response to Comments from Sarah Youn Kang, dated November 17, 2017 

L660-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L660-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L660-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L661 – Response to Comments from Sean Bradshaw, dated November 17, 2017 

L661-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L661-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  
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L661-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L661-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L661-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L661-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L661-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L662 – Response to Comments from Sophie Amirian, dated November 17, 2017 

L662-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L662-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L662-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L662-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L663 – Response to Comments from Susanna Song, dated November 17, 2017 

L663-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L663-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L663-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L663-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L663-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.469 

 

L664 – Response to Comments from Tiffany Matula, dated November 17, 2017 

L664-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L664-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L664-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L665 – Response to Comments from Travis von Sydow, dated November 17, 2017 

L665-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L665-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L665-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L665-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L666 – Response to Comments from Vanessa Pfeiffer, dated November 17, 2017 

L666-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L666-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L666-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L666-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L667 – Response to Comments from Victor Parra, dated November 17, 2017 
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L667-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L667-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L667-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L667-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L667-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L668 – Response to Comments from Victoria Brandon, dated November 17, 2017 

L668-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L668-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L668-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L668-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L669 – Response to Comments from Zach Reino, dated November 17, 2017 

L669-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L669-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9. 

L669-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L670 – Response to Comments from Ali Glasser, dated November 18, 2017 

L670-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L670-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L670-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L670-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L671 – Response to Comments from Leah Paul, dated November 18, 2017 

L671-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L671-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L671-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L672 – Response to Comments from Beth Marlis, dated November 18, 2017 

L672-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L672-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 6. 

L672-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L672-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L672-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L672-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L673 – Response to Comments from Brenda Hernandez, dated November 18, 2017 

L673-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L673-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L673-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L673-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L674 – Response to Comments from Eddie Tunstad, dated November 18, 2017 

L674-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L674-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L674-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L674-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L675 – Response to Comments from Carrie Miller, dated November 18, 2017 
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L675-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L675-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L675-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L675-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L676 – Response to Comments from Chris Park, dated November 18, 2017 

L676-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L676-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L676-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L676-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L677 – Response to Comments from Dena Kelley, dated November 18, 2017 

L677-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L677-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L677-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L677-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 7, and 12. 

L678 – Response to Comments from Dennis Doyle, dated November 18, 2017 

L678-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L678-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L678-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L679 – Response to Comments from Jean Van, dated November 18, 2017 

L679-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
With respect to the statement that an environmental impact study must be 
prepared, that has been done and the Draft EIR and this Final EIR constitute that 
study.  

L679-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L679-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L679-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L679-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L680 – Response to Comments from Erica Whinston, dated November 18, 2017 

L680-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L680-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L680-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L681 – Response to Comments from Fabian C, dated November 18, 2017 

L681-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L681-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L681-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L681-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L681-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L682 – Response to Comments from Gabriel Llanas, dated November 18, 2017 

L682-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L682-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L682-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First set of Emails).  

L683 – Response to Comments from Gina Del Grosso, dated November 18, 2017 

L683-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L683-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L683-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L683-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L683-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L684 – Response to Comments from Harout Dzhivalegyan, dated November 18, 2017 

L684-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L684-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L684-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L685 – Response to Comments from Helene Gost, dated November 18, 2017 

L685-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L685-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L685-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L685-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L685-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L686 – Response to Comments from Holly Kretschmar, dated November 18, 2017 

L686-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L686-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7, and 8. 

L686-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L687 – Response to Comments from Ibet Acevedo, dated November 18, 2017 

L687-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L687-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L687-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L688 – Response to Comments from Sarah Tacoma, dated November 18, 2017 

L688-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L688-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L688-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L689 – Response to Comments from Sara Lee, dated November 18, 2017 

L689-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L689-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L689-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L690 – Response to Comments from Jenna Friedenberg, dated November 18, 2017 

L690-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L690-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L691 – Response to Comments from Jenna Wright, dated November 18, 2017 

L691-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L691-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 15. 

L691-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L692 – Response to Comments from Dr. John Leland, dated November 18, 2017 

L692-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 4. 

L692-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 9. CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The additional 
detailed information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR and is not required by 
CEQA.   
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L692-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 6, and 9.CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. The additional 
detailed information requested by the commenter would not change the 
analysis of Project environmental impacts in the Draft EIR and is not required by 
CEQA.   

L692-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos.1, 3, 4, 5, and 7. 

L693 – Response to Comments from Kate Eberle, dated November 18, 2017 

L693-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L693-2 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L693-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L693-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L693-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 10, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L693-6 The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue 
relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement 
is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L694 – Response to Comments from Kate Scoggins, dated November 18, 2017 

L694-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L694-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L694-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L695 – Response to Comments from Kathleen Clark, dated November 18, 2017 

L695-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L695-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 7.  

L695-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L695-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L695-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L695-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L696 – Response to Comments from Kelvin Yuen, dated November 18, 2017 

L696-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L696-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L696-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L696-4 Please refer to the Draft EIR Appendix G.1 Pre-Demolition Asbestos and Lead-
Based Paint Survey.  All asbestos work will be in accordance with Cal-OSHA 
Asbestos & Lead – California Code of Regulations. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 8. 

L696-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L697 – Response to Comments from Carol Ferris, dated November 18, 2017 
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L697-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L697-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L697-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L697-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L698 – Response to Comments from Lucy Boiadjian, dated November 18, 2017 

L698-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L698-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L698-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L699 – Response to Comments from Maorei Brotman, dated November 18, 2017 

L699-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L699-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 

L699-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L699-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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9.1.3.8 700 through 799 

L700 – Response to Comments from Amy Koss, dated November 18, 2017 

L700-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5. 

L700-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L700-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L700-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L701 – Response to Comments from Maria Azcue, dated November 18, 2017 

L701-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L701-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L701-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L702 – Response to Comments from Martin F. Theis, dated November 18, 2017 

L702-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   

L702-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 
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L702-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L702-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 15.  

L703 – Response to Comments from Megan Hulse, dated November 18, 2017 

L703-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L703-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L703-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L703-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L703-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L703-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L703-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L704 – Response to Comments from Molly Margraf, dated November 18, 2017 

L704-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L704-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L704-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L705 – Response to Comments from Jaika Lara-Quirt, dated November 18, 2017 

L705-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L705-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L705-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L706 – Response to Comments from Neil and Angela Symes, dated November 18, 2017 

L706-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L706-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L706-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L707 – Response to Comments from Nicholas Chandler, dated November 18, 2017 

L707-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L707-2 Please refer Topical Response No. 8. 

L707-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L707-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L708 – Response to Comments from Dennis Doyle, dated November 18, 2017 

L708-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L708-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8.   

L708-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L709 – Response to Comments from Narek Haritourian, dated November 18, 2017 

L709-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L709-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L709-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L709-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L710 – Response to Comments from Rachel Pringle, dated November 18, 2017 

L710-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L710-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L710-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L710-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L710-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L710-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L710-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L711 – Response to Comments from Sean Bradshaw, dated November 18, 2017 
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L711-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L711-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L711-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L711-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L712 – Response to Comments from Suzie Vicek, dated November 18, 2017 

L712-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L712-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L713 – Response to Comments from Tamsin Rawady, dated November 18, 2017 

L713-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L713-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L713-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L713-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L714 – Response to Comments from Victoria Escobar, dated November 18, 2017 

L714-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L714-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L714-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L715 – Response to Comments from Vivian Smith, dated November 18, 2017 

L715-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L715-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L715-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L716 – Response to Comments from Yu-Ling Tse, dated November 18, 2017 

L716-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L716-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 11. 

L716-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L717 – Response to Comments from Abby Wills, dated November 19, 2017 

L717-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L717-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L717-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L718 – Response to Comments from Adrine Dermenjian, dated November 19, 2017 

L718-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L718-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L718-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L718-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L718-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L719 – Response to Comments from Alexandra Rosenthal, dated November 19, 2017 

L719-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L719-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L719-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L719-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L720 – Response to Comments from Alice Wise, dated November 19, 2017 

L720-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L720-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L721 – Response to Comments from Aline Arsenian, dated November 19, 2017 

L721-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L721-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L721-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L721-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L722 – Response to Comments from Alisa Angelone, dated November 19, 2017 

L722-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L722-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L722-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L723 – Response to Comments from Arvin Torosian, dated November 19, 2017 

L723-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L723-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L724 – Response to Comments from Amanda Walsh, dated November 19, 2017 

L724-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L724-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L725 – Response to Comments from Amy French, dated November 19, 2017 

L725-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L725-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L725-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L726 – Response to Comments from Amelie Cherlin, dated November 19, 2017 

L726-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L726-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L726-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L727 – Response to Comments from Amy Sanchez, dated November 19, 2017 
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L727-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L727-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L727-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L728 – Response to Comments from Anahit Melkonyan, dated November 19, 2017 

L728-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L728-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L728-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L729 – Response to Comments from Ana Santaolalla, dated November 19, 2017 

L729-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L729-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L730 – Response to Comments from Ana Santaolalla, dated November 19, 2017 

L730-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L730-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L730-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L731 – Response to Comments from Angie Daly, dated November 19, 2017 

L731-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L731-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L731-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L732 – Response to Comments from Angie Howard, dated November 19, 2017 

L732-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L732-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L733 – Response to Comments from Areti Katsaros, dated November 19, 2017 

L733-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L733-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L733-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L733-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L734 – Response to Comments from Arin Rao, dated November 19, 2017 

L734-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L734-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L734-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L735 – Response to Comments from Arlene Salazar, dated November 19, 2017 
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L735-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L735-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L735-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L736 – Response to Comments from Artin Ohanian, dated November 19, 2017 

L736-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L736-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L736-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L736-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L736-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L736-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L736-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L737 – Response to Comments from Artin Ohanian, dated November 19, 2017 

L737-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L737-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L738 – Response to Comments from Arvin Bautista and Lynn Hamilton, dated November 19, 2017 

L738-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L739 – Response to Comments from Audrie Barthold, dated November 19, 2017 

L739-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L739-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L739-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L739-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L740 – Response to Comments from Bayard Banta, dated November 19, 2017 

L740-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L740-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L740-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L740-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L740-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L741 – Response to Comments from Rebecca Hartman Edwards, dated November 19, 2017 

L741-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L741-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L741-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. 

L741-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L742 – Response to Comments from Beth Hoffman, dated November 19, 2017 

L742-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L742-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L743 – Response to Comments from Bill Smith, dated November 19, 2017 

L743-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L743-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L743-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L744 – Response to Comments from Joanna Sims, dated November 19, 2017 

L744-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L744-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L745 – Response to Comments from Brenda Laue, dated November 19, 2017 

L745-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L745-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L745-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L745-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L746 – Response to Comments from Brie Shaffer, dated November 19, 2017 

L746-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L747 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 19, 2017 

L747-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L747-2 The City disagrees that PACE Global, Inc. has a financial interest in Glendale 
choosing the largest natural gas generation facility that could qualify for 
SCAQMD approval, and further disagrees that the “largest allowable natural gas 
facility was the outcome of their IRP.” The Project was designed and sized to 
reliability serve load, to provide power in an emergency, and to meet reserve 
requirements. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L234-2 and Topical 
Response Nos. 3 and 15.   

L747-3 The City disagrees with the statement that Stantec’s evaluation of the 
environmental impacts of the Project was biased or that appropriate alternatives 
were not analyzed, or that alternatives were not adequately analyzed, for 
financial reasons. Processes Unlimited International, Inc. was selected by the City 
following a competitive Request For Proposals process to serve as owners’ 
engineer for the Project development. Shortly after award of contract, Processes 
Unlimited was acquired by Stantec. Stantec’s environmental team preparing the 
EIR has been tasked with objectively, comprehensively, and factually analyzing 
any environmental impacts of the Project for the City Council’s consideration. It 
should be noted that the Stantec environmental experts prepare CEQA 
documents for all kinds of energy projects including renewable projects, gas-fired 
plants and other projects. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 15.  

L747-4 The City disagrees with the commenter’s claims that Glendale’s public utility is not 
operating in the public’s best interest when hiring companies; that Glendale hires 
companies with conflicts of interest, that the environmental process has not been 
open or fair, and that the City has not considered environmentally responsible 
alternatives of providing electricity. With regard to conflicts of interest, please 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. L63-4, L234-2, L747-2, and L747-3 and Topical 
Response No. 15. Regarding the transparency and fairness of the EIR process, 
please refer to Section 1.2 and 1.5 of the Draft EIR and the website 
Graysonrepowering.com, wherein Glendale has publicized information about the 
Project and the Draft EIR.  Glendale held two public meetings (October 16th and 
October 19th, 2017 to take public comments on the Draft EIR – these meetings 
were over and above the extended comment period provided to the public for 
review of the Draft EIR.  With regard to the Draft EIR’s consideration of 
environmentally-responsible alternatives, please refer to Section 5.0 of the Draft 
EIR and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7. 

L747-5 The City agrees with the comment that GWP’s employees do a fantastic job of 
keeping the lights on in Glendale. The City disagrees that there is conflict of 
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interest that could lead to an “unconscious bias” within the utility because the 
employees are financially interested in the Project-- i.e., that a larger Project with 
sales to other utilities means higher salaries and retirement benefits for GWP, 
whereas a project that reduces peak demands means less income and “could 
have consequences for staffing levels.” The commenter offers no support for its 
speculative claims. GWP salaries and benefits are not dependent upon, nor 
affected by, whether or not the Project proceeds; nor do they depend on the 
size of the Project. The size and design of the Project was based upon the Project 
need, as described in Topical Response No. 3, and the financial model for the 
Project does not presume any revenues from electricity sales to third parties.  

With regard to the comment that the City should hire “independent, non-biased 
consultants to find the best alternative project,” please refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 4, 6, 15 and 16. 

L747-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L748 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 19, 2017 

L748-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 747-1. 

L748-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 747-2. 

L748-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 747-3. 

L748-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 747-4. 

L748-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 747-5. 

L748-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. 747-6. 

L749 – Response to Comments from Cassandra Barry, dated November 19, 2017 

L749-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L749-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L749-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L750 – Response to Comments from Caroline Molibs3, dated November 19, 2017 

L750-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L750-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L750-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L750-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L751 – Response to Comments from Catherine Yesayan, dated November 19, 2017 

L751-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L751-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L752 – Response to Comments from Christine Brown, dated November 19, 2017 

L752-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5. 

L752-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L752-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L752-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L752-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L753 – Response to Comments from Corinne Buchanan, dated November 19, 2017 

L753-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L753-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L754 – Response to Comments from Courtney Wiesmore, dated November 19, 2017 

L754-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L754-2 Please refer to Chapter 4.7 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response No. 8. 

L754-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L755 – Response to Comments from Courtney Stuart-Alban, dated November 19, 2017 

L755-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L755-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. Regarding the comment about 
dirty coal: the Project does not propose to use coal; use of alternative fuel 
technologies including coal, nuclear, and oil would not meet the environmental 
stewardship objective of the Project and were therefore eliminated from 
consideration because they do not meet the Project objectives. For more 
information please refer to Section 5.3.3 of the Draft EIR.  

L755-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L756 – Response to Comments from David and Melanie Clark, dated November 19, 2017 

L756-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 5 and 7. 

L757 – Response to Comments from David and Melanie Clark, dated November 19, 2017 

L757-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L756-1. 

L758 – Response to Comments from David Imai, dated November 19, 2017 

L758-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L758-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L759 – Response to Comments from Dawn White, dated November 19, 2017 

L759-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L759-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L759-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L760 – Response to Comments from Denise and Roger Larocque, dated November 19, 2017 

L760-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L760-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L761 – Response to Comments from Denise Walker, dated November 19, 2017 

L761-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L761-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 14. 

L761-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L762 – Response to Comments from luvdharmakaya@gmail.com, dated November 19, 2017 

L762-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L762-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L763 – Response to Comments from Diana Extein, dated November 19, 2017 

L763-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L763-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L763-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L764 – Response to Comments from Diane Extein, dated November 19, 2017 

L764-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L764-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1 
and 3. 

L764-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L765 – Response to Comments from Diana Menedjian, dated November 19, 2017 
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L765-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L765-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L766 – Response to Comments from Diane Zurn, dated November 19, 2017 

L766-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L766-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L767 – Response to Comments from Dianna Jaynes, dated November 19, 2017 

L767-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L767-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L767-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L768 – Response to Comments from Donna Mackie, dated November 19, 2017 

L768-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L769 – Response to Comments from Doug Jung, dated November 19, 2017 
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L769-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L769-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L769-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L770 – Response to Comments from Edwin Vartany, dated November 19, 2017 

L770-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L770-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L770-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L770-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L770-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L770-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L770-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L771 – Response to Comments from Erik Paparozzi, dated November 19, 2017 

L771-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L771-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L771-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L772 – Response to Comments from Evan Cloninger, dated November 19, 2017 

L772-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L772-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L772-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L772-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L773 – Response to Comments from Eve Luckring, dated November 19, 2017 

L773-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L773-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L773-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L773-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L774 – Response to Comments from Evelyne Werzowa, dated November 19, 2017 

L774-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L774-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L775 – Response to Comments from Flor Monroy, dated November 19, 2017 

L775-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L775-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L775-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L776 – Response to Comments from Flordeliza A. Harris, dated November 19, 2017 

L776-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L776-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L776-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L777 – Response to Comments from Francesca Smith of the Glendale Historical Society, dated 
November 19, 2017 

L777-1 Thank you for the re-submittal of Letter No. 781. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L781 – Response to Comments from Greg Grammer of the 
Glendale Historical Society, dated November 19, 2017. 

L778 – Response to Comments from Francie Davis, dated November 19, 2017 

L778-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L778-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L778-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L779 – Response to Comments from Galen Gering, dated November 19, 2017 

L779-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L779-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3.  

L779-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L780 – Response to Comments from George Cabico, dated November 19, 2017 

L780-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L780-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L780-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L780-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L781 – Response to Comments from Greg Grammer of the Glendale Historical Society, dated 
November 19, 2017 

L781-1 The commenter’s introductory statements are acknowledged. Response to 
Comments L781-1 through L781-29 include several clarifications, which support 
the conclusion that the Grayson Power Plant is not an historic resource eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, the California Registry of Historical 
Resources or the Glendale Register. Where noted, revisions have been made to 
the Architectural Resource Evaluation that was included as Appendix A to the 
Initial Study for the Project, which in turn was attached as Appendix A to the Draft 
EIR. The Architectural Resource Evaluation is now titled “Historic Resource 
Inventory and Evaluation” to make it consistent with information provided. The 
revised Architectural Resource Evaluation is included as Appendix A to this Final 
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EIR. As discussed in greater detail to the Response to Comment No. L781-4, the 
Project is not considered an “undertaking” subject to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act and is not subject to compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  

L781 -2 The commenter asserts that the “Tribal Cultural Resources” section of the Draft EIR 
is incorrectly titled; that it demonstrates the lack of basic understanding of the 
intent of the section and the task by the preparers; and there should be a 
Cultural Resources section in the Draft EIR that identifies and evaluates the 
potential for a project to affect paleontological, archaeological, and historical 
resources to comply with CEQA guidelines.  

An Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) was prepared for the Project, and 
included analysis of 20 different environmental impact assessment topics, 
including Cultural Resources. Through the Initial Study process, it was determined 
impacts to Cultural Resources, which included an analysis of potential impacts to 
paleontological, archaeological, and historical resources, were less than 
significant and further analysis would not be required in the Draft EIR.  Please refer 
to Section 2.5 of the Initial Study, Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 

As stated in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, the Tribal Cultural Resources section is 
based on legislative requirements regarding tribal cultural resources for CEQA in 
Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) that took effect July 1, 2015. AB 52 requires notification to 
California Native American tribes, an opportunity for project consultation, and 
consideration of tribal cultural resources in the CEQA process. This section is not 
intended to replace the Cultural Resources impact analysis included in Appendix 
G of the CEQA Guidelines. That analysis was already performed in the Initial 
Study, as described above.  

L781 -3 Preparer’s Qualifications are expanded below and are also revised in Section 1.4 
of the Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation Report included at Appendix A 
of this Final EIR: 

Preparer Michelle Cross has a BA in Anthropology, from the University of California 
Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz, California, 2000. Michelle also holds an MA, in 
Anthropology with a Specialization in Historical Archaeology, from the College of 
William and Mary, Williamsburg, Virginia, 2005, Certification in Archaeological 
Technology Program/Cabrillo College, Aptos, California, 2000 and is a Registered 
Professional Archaeologist #15646, Register of Professional Archaeologists. 
Michelle is Stantec's Cultural Resources Program Manager and the National 
Technical Lead for the Human environment practice. She has 16 years of 
experience in cultural and environmental resources management. Michelle has 
specialized training in historical archaeology and she meets the Secretary of the 
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Interior’s standards and guidelines for a professional archaeologist. Michelle 
holds/held memberships as the Former Secretary, Society for California 
Archaeology, currently the Northern California Vice President, Society for 
California Archaeology, Member, Society for American Archaeology, and 
Member (Sacramento and Bay Area Chapters), Women in Transportation (WTS). 

Preparer Sandra DeChard, MA Preservation Studies with a Specialization in 
Architectural History (Boston University 2000), is a Senior Architectural Historian and 
Subject Matter Expert for Architectural History with Stantec. She has 24 years of 
experience in cultural resources and related fields with extensive experience in 
Phase I level architectural surveys for transmission line corridors and associated 
substation and power plant documentation projects. Her experience also 
includes consultation with local, state, and national review agencies in 
association with state and federal compliance for cultural resources projects. 
Sandra is a contributing author to this report. 

Preparer Corri Jimenez, MS Historic Preservation (University of Oregon 2000), is a 
Senior Architectural Historian with Stantec, with over 15 years of experience in 
architectural history and historic preservation. She has experience working 
across the United States in the West, Great Basin, and Mid-Atlantic. She also has 
experience in writing federal Section 106 and CEQA Cultural Resource 
compliant reports on built environment resources in the state of California. Corri 
is also a contributing author to this report. 

Preparer Garret Root, MA Public History (California State University, 
Sacramento 2011), is a Senior Architectural Historian at Stantec, with over eight 
years’ experience in architectural history. He has extensive experience in 
California with specialization in electrical history having worked on over 40 
utility specific projects including power plants, electrical and gas transmission, 
hydroelectric, and nuclear. Garret is a contributing author and editor on this 
report.   

Preparer John Terry, BA Architecture (Cal Poly 1980), is a Historical Architect for 
Stantec with over 35 years of diverse experience in architecture. He also has 26 
years of experience as a professor of architectural history at Consumnes River 
College. John is a licensed architect and his professional experiences include 
consulting and inventory/survey of the built environment. John has also 
conducted historical research in various repositories including museums and 
library archives, and has consulted with preservation staff at the municipal level. 
John conducted the architectural fieldwork for the project as well as the archival 
research. 
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Preparer Meagan Kersten has a Certificate of Completion Forensic Archaeology: 
Field Recovery Methods, California State University Chico, California, 2011, Historic 
Resources Preservation, UC Davis Extension, Sacramento, California, 2011, AA, 
Liberal Arts, Sierra Community College, Rocklin, California, 2006, MA, 
Anthropology, California State University, Sacramento, California, 2013, and BA, 
Anthropology, University of California, Davis, California, 2009.  

L781 -4 The Project is not considered an “undertaking” subject to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and is not subject to compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The Project would require National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System permit coverage for stormwater discharges in 
accordance with the U.S. Clean Water Act and an air permit in accordance with 
the U.S. Clean Air Act. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency delegated 
authority to issue these permits in the Project to the State Water Resources Control 
Board and South Coast Air Quality Management District, respectively. As issuance 
of these permits is subject to State and local regulation administered pursuant to 
a delegation or approval by a Federal agency, they are not considered to be 
“undertakings” subject to National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 review89. 
Specifically, the clause in the statutory definition of an “undertaking,” which 
previously included projects and activities subject to State and local regulation 
administered pursuant to a delegation or approval by a Federal agency, was 
removed from the statute in 200490. The Project is therefore not subject to National 
Historic Preservation Act Section 106 or National Environmental Policy Act review. 

L781 -5 The Project does not involve issuance of a Federal agency permit that requires 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement 
under the National Environmental Policy Act. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L781-4. 

L781 -6 The section title “Applicable Federal, State, and Local LORS for Tribal Cultural 
Resources” is being revised in this Final EIR to “Historic Evaluation Criteria” to 
better reflect the type of resource being evaluated. This section was moved to 
precede the Eligibility Evaluation section to more clearly inform reviewers of the 
applicable regulations, laws and guidelines for evaluating historic resources. 
These revisions are shown in the Final EIR errata, page XX. 

L781 -7 The Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards portion of the Draft EIR’s Tribal 
Cultural Resources section has been updated as part of this Final EIR to reflect 
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards directly applicable to the Project 

                                                      
89 36 CFR PART 800 - PROTECTION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES (incorporating amendments effective August 5, 2004), Subpart 
C -- Program Alternatives, 800.16 Definitions. http://www.achp.gov/altguidance/regsweb.html 
90 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Section 106 Amendments Now in Effect. http://www.achp.gov/news-
regsamends.html 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.511 

 

and the administering agencies. These revisions are shown in the Final EIR errata, 
page XX 

The fundamental regulatory driver for the Tribal Cultural Resources section is AB 
52, which is accurately identified and discussed in the Draft EIR. The updates to 
the Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards portion of the Draft EIR’s Tribal 
Cultural Resources section in this Final EIR do not result in any change in the 
Project’s potential to impact Tribal Cultural Resources, which the Draft EIR 
demonstrates would not occur from Project implementation. 

L781 -8 Please refer to the Final EIR errata, page XX, which shows revisions being made to 
Section 4.10.2 of the Draft EIR to update LORS information for the Tribal Cultural 
Resources section. Please refer to Responses to Comment Nos. L781-2 and L781-7. 

L781 -9 An archaeological survey of the Project site was conducted in 2003 by URS for the 
Unit 9 installation project. The report notes the “existing plant location is located 
on previously disturbed land that is covered with asphalt, gravel, or structures.91” 
The records search for the 2003 study covered the entire Grayson Power Plant site 
and a field survey determined that the Unit 9 project would have no impact on 
cultural resources. The City relied upon this archaeological survey, among other 
things, as part of the Initial Study process to determine that further analysis of 
Cultural Resources was not required in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L781-2.   

A cultural resources records search was subsequently conducted by Stantec as 
part of preparation of the Architectural Resource Evaluation for the Project (now 
titled “Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation” and included at Appendix A 
to this Final EIR). The 2016 records search, which also encompassed the power 
plant site boundary did not reveal any known records of cultural resources. Due 
to its industrialized development with asphalt, gravel, or structures, further non-
destructive field survey that would add useful data for evaluating the potential 
presence of subsurface cultural resources was not possible. 

The City retained Stantec to perform an archaeological investigation and evaluation for the 
Project. The archaeological evaluation does not need to be peer reviewed by 
qualified in-house staff, or by another consultant. The Project is the City’s project, 
not one proposed by an outside developer. L781 -10 Please refer to 
Response to Comments Nos. L781-2, L781-7, and the Initial Study (Appendix A of 
the Draft EIR). 

L781 -11 The Architectural Resource Evaluation was included as an appendix to the Initial 
Study that was circulated for public review and comment with the December 

                                                      
91 URS, 2003, City of Glendale Water & Power Grayson Unit 9 Project, Cultural Resources Technical Study. 
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2016 Notice of Preparation in for the Draft EIR. The Initial Study was also included 
as an appendix to the Draft EIR. Both the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation and 
Draft EIR were noticed to the public in accordance with CEQA requirements. 
Please refer also to Response to Comment No. L781-2. 

L781 -12 The Architectural Resource Evaluation (now titled “Historic Resource Inventory 
and Evaluation”) identified the Area of Potential Effect by the property boundary. 
As such, the property was inventoried and evaluated as one resource (rather 
than a district). It is common to record all buildings and structures located on one 
parcel as a uniform property rather than as an historic district. Please refer to 
Response to Comments Nos. L781-2, L781-7, the Initial Study (Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR), and the Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation (Appendix A of this 
Final EIR) for further information.). 

L781 -13 An archaeological investigation and evaluation were conducted for the Project. 
The archaeological evaluation does not need to be peer reviewed by qualified 
in-house staff, or by another consultant. The Project is the City’s project not one 
proposed by an outside developer. The commenter does not specify what 
“incorrect findings” are contained in the Initial Study. 

L781 -14 The 2016 pedestrian survey was in fact an intensive level survey. The Department 
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 5223 Series Form is incorrect in identifying the 
survey as reconnaissance level. The form has been updated as part of the revised 
report included at Appendix A to this Final EIR to correctly reflect the level of 
effort appropriate and competed for this evaluation. 

L781 -15 The commenter claims there are no integrity considerations for the local register, 
and based on this, asserts that it is not appropriate to consider alterations in 
determining whether a property is eligible for the register. However, he Glendale 
Register (especially Criterion No. 3) effectively requires an assessment of whether 
a subject property has sufficient integrity so that it can convey its significance.  A 
requirement comparable to Integrity in the context of Glendale’s criteria, is set 
forth by the requirements in the local register criteria that the subject embody, 
represent, possess or exemplify particular qualities.  In other words, the subject 
must be sound, be in the quality or state of completeness (i.e., have integrity).   

 Pursuant to Chapter 15.20 of the Glendale Municipal Code, a local historic 
resource designation may occur if the subject property meets one (1) or more of 
the following criteria: 

            1.    The proposed historic resource is identified with important events in national, 
state, or city history, or exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, 
political, economic, social, or historic heritage of the nation, state, or city; 
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            2.    The proposed historic resource is associated with a person, persons, or groups who 
significantly contributed to the history of the nation, state, region, or city; 

            3.    The proposed historic resource embodies the distinctive and exemplary 
characteristics of an architectural style, architectural type, period, or method of 
construction; or represents a notable work of a master designer, builder or 
architect whose genius influenced his or her profession; or possesses high artistic 
values; 

            4.    The proposed historic resource has yielded, or has the potential to yield, 
information important to archaeological pre-history or history of the nation, state, 
region, or city; 

            5.    The proposed historic resource exemplifies the early heritage of the city. --  

 Based on the above criteria, it is the common practice of historic resource 
consultants in Glendale, as relayed by the City’s historic preservation planner, to 
include in their historic resource evaluations an evaluation of integrity of a 
resource. The determination of ineligibility under the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Registry of Historical Resources and Glendale Register is 
amplified in Section 6 of the Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation in the 
Final EIR. (Appendix A of the Final EIR).  

Electricity has long contributed to the growth of cities, but Glendale had been 
electrified since 1906. The power plant was part of continued regional growth 
common to cities and towns all over California and the United States, and was 
not the establishing reason for that growth.  

L781 -16 The Architectural Resource Evaluation (now titled “Historic Resource Inventory 
and Evaluation”) (Appendix A of the Final EIR) has been updated to focus on the 
multiple upgrades to the boiler house since 1941 (Figure 15 shows additions to the 
Boiler House and greater detail of the evolution of the Boiler House is located in 
the DPR-523 Form). These revisions are shown in the Final EIR errata, page XX  

L781 -17 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L781-16.  

L781 -18 The power plant was constructed prior to Lauren W. Grayson’s tenure with the 
City of Glendale and it was renamed at his retirement in 1972. Research shows 
Mr. Grayson does not have an association with the early development, 
construction, or operation of the Grayson Power Plant. The association of Lauren 
Grayson in association to the potential period of significance for the Grayson 
Power Plant is therefore lacking. 
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A 1940 article (Los Angeles Times, June 30, 1940) noted its design as earthquake-
resistant, meaning its generators were located outside on a concrete foundation 
that was resistant to earthquakes with metal coverings to protect it from weather. 
R.R. Martell, noted earthquake engineer, consulted on the project stating the 
generator could be constructed outside the main boiler building. Through time 
the power plant has withstood earthquakes, as have other power plants with 
varied designs. This design is important in the greater advancement of power 
plant designs. Unfortunately, multiple additions and modifications have 
degraded its integrity and it can no longer convey this significance under CRHR 
Criterion 3. As noted before, the Glendale Register of Historic Resources does not 
include an express requirement to assess integrity, however, integrity is effectively 
addressed as described in Response to Comment No. L781-15. The evolution of 
an earthquake resistant power plant is important to the context of power plant 
design in California; however, it has less important associations within the context 
of Glendale.  

L781 -19 the Grayson Power Plant was constructed decades after the City’s incorporation 
and first use of electricity, and was one of many factors that contributed to the 
overall post-war growth of Glendale.   Accordingly, the Grayson Power Plant was 
built to serve a continued need for electricity, rather than for the development of 
a new community. The Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation Report explains 
the role of electricity in California’s development and shows the establishment of 
this plant in 1941 was just a continuation of earlier power plants. Further, by the 
1940s, companies began interconnecting transmission systems to create grids. 
Regional power plants became less important as the City was interconnected at 
multiple points.  

The growth of the City’s population in the post-war years is replicated across 
California and the United States and is therefore not unique. California’s utilities 
invested billions of dollars in infrastructure at that time, including new steam plants 
and transmission lines to meet the growing demand.  

L781 -20 Please refer to the updated report and DPR at Final EIR, Appendix A, which has 
been revised to clarify the architectural style of the main boiler house. Daniel 
Anthony Elliot’s use of a Streamline Moderne or stripped classicism is a 
continuation of architects using minimal elements of popular architectural styles 
on utility buildings. The historic context better explains these design paradigms, 
which started in California utilities in the 1910s. There are examples of 1910s, 
power plants including Classical Revival elements on Southern California Edison’s 
Big Creek No. 1 and Gothic Revival elements on Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company’s Pit No. 1. These design aesthetics are carried through designs in the 
1920s, 1930s and early 1940s. The Glendale Steam Plant continues this tradition 
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with Elliot using a popular architectural style of the time in which to add 
architectural details. 

Power Plant design changed from all electrical equipment housed within a 
building to semi-outdoor designs in the 1950s. This design shift was purely for 
engineering and cost-efficiencies. By the 1950s, technological advancement 
made boiler buildings and substations largely outdoor with only the most sensitive 
electrical equipment inside. Please refer to the revised Historic Resource Inventory 
and Evaluation Report in Appendix A of this Final EIR. . 

The updated DPR clarifies Elliott’s architectural achievements. The modification 
includes discussion of the Colorado River Aqueduct Pumping Plants and F.E. 
Weymouth Memorial Water Softening, and Filtration Plant completed in 1939, 
which represent the best examples of his early designs.  

On Pages 10-11 of the comment letter, the Glendale Historical Society notes:  

The three staggered, green horizontal strokes that wrap around 
the southeast corner skillfully punctuate the otherwise staid 
building composition and assert the Modernism of the design. At 
the north façade, left-justified bronze letters on stand-outs primly 
identify the facility: “City of Glendale Public Service Department 
Steam Electric Generating Plant”. Most power plants in the 1930s, 
and now have no architectural design, reducing their aesthetic 
effects on the community, which is part of the significance of the 
Grayson Steam-Electric Power Plant’s design.  

However, it is important to note this section of the building was constructed 
between 1961 and 1965, representing a late addition and not designed by Elliott. 
It mimics design elements of the earlier design, but the massing is much larger 
than the original 1941 segment. Further, as noted in the revised Historic Resource 
Inventory and Evaluation Report included at Appendix A of this Final EIR, 
electrical power plants and distribution systems of the 1910s through the 1940s did 
retain elements of architectural detailing.  

L781 -21 The Glendale Steam Plant design is an important design within California. 
However, the continued modifications to the power plants have severed this 
association from the original design. Hence why it is not eligible under the CRHR 
for CEQA. Further, this design is important to California electrical context not 
locally, which is why the building is not eligible for the Glendale Register. Please 
refer also to Response to Comment No. L781-18. 

L781 -22 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L781-21. 

L781 -23 Lauren Grayson is without a doubt an important person within the City of 
Glendale, as outlined in the comment. However, he does not hold important 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.516 

 

associations with the development or operation of the power plant. He served a 
larger utility role as the head of Public Services which includes a multitude of 
disciplines including water and electricity. The renaming of the power plant is in 
his honor, but his achievements are not encapsulated in a 1941 power plant. 

L781 -24 Since the City determined the building is not eligible, there is no need to establish 
a period of significance. However, if we were it would be limited to Elliott and 
Martel’s original design which spanned from 1941 to 1952, as the building was 
modified in 1953 with its first major addition, shifting away from the original design.   

L781 -25 Due to numerous building additions and continued evolution of the property, 
there has been a loss of integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling. 
The property retains integrity of location, setting, and association. The power 
plant has not moved, the overall setting has remained industrial, and it maintains 
its association as a power plant. However, numerous alterations have removed its 
integrity of design to the original plant conceived by Elliott, materials as the 
building materials, while similar, are different in type and massing from the original 
section. The plant has lost its association of workmanship as the additions have 
fundamentally altered the physical characteristics of the building as original 
constructed in 1941 and finally the plant has lost its original feeling. Aside from the 
numerous building additions continued addition of non-attached boiler units with 
modern cooling towers and ancillary buildings have removed the original feeling 
of the property. Therefore, as the building has lost integrity coupled with lack of 
significance, the building is not eligible for the NRHP or CRHR under any criterion. 
Please refer also to Response to Comment No. L781-15. 

Please refer to the revised Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation Report for 
updated integrity assessment in association to the evaluation for the NRHP, CRHR, 
and Glendale Register.  

  

L781 -26 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L781-25. 

L781 -27 The power plant was named for Grayson, 31 years after the plant was first 
constructed. Further, Grayson did not begin working for the City of Glendale until 
1953, coinciding with the first major addition to the boiler building. Subsequent 
modifications in the 1960s dramatically changed the massing of the original 
building from Elliott’s original plans. Please see graphics in the Historic Resource 
Inventory and Evaluation in the Final EIR (Appendix A of this Final EIR), which 
illustrate the additions made to the main boiler building since construction in 1941. 
The boiler building has nearly tripled in size since originally constructed and is 
fundamentally different from Elliott’s original design in terms of size and scale. The 
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discussion of ancillary structures was scaled back to focus on the main boiler 
building.  

L781 -28 The information on known cultural resources (archaeological and historic), or in 
this case lack of known presence in proximity to the Project site, was provided as 
background and in summary of two records searches. The Architectural Resource 
Evaluation (now titled “Historic Resource Inventory and Evaluation”) properly 
considers and assesses the built environment on which its conclusions and those 
in regard to historic resources made in the Initial Study accurately rely upon. 

L781 -29 Please refer to Response to Comments Nos. L781-1 through L781-28. 

L782 – Response to Comments from Hanah Cota, dated November 19, 2017 

L782-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L782-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L782-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L783 – Response to Comments from Holly Schlesinger, dated November 19, 2017 

L783-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L783-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 15. 

L783-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L784 – Response to Comments from Jacquelyn Hrobuchak, dated November 19, 2017 

L784-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L784-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L785 – Response to Comments from Jane Park-Dolan, dated November 19, 2017 

L785-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L785-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L785-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L786 – Response to Comments from Jane Sheldon, dated November 19, 2017 

L786-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L786-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L786-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L787 – Response to Comments from Janelle Randazza, dated November 19, 2017 

L787-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L787-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9. 
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L787-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L788 – Response to Comments from Jeff Battista, dated November 19, 2017 

L788-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L788-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L788-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L789 – Response to Comments from Jenna Gering, dated November 19, 2017 

L789-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L789-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L789-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L790 – Response to Comments from Jennifer Bernhardt, dated November 19, 2017 

L790-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L790-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L790-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L791 – Response to Comments from Jens Hommert, dated November 19, 2017 

L791-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L791-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4,5, and 8. 

L791-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, 8, and 9. 

L791-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L792 – Response to Comments from Jerome Gross, dated November 19, 2017 

L792-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L792-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L793 – Response to Comments from Jesse Levison, dated November 19, 2017 

L793-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L793-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L794 – Response to Comments from Jessica Judd, dated November 19, 2017 

L794-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L794-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L794-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L795 – Response to Comments from Jessica Wise, dated November 19, 2017 

L795-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L795-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L795-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L796 – Response to Comments from Jillian Rise, dated November 19, 2017 

L796-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L796-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L796-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L796-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L796-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L797 – Response to Comments from Joanie Vaughn, dated November 19, 2017 

L797-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L797-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L797-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L798 – Response to Comments from Jolene Taylor, dated November 19, 2017 

L798-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L798-2 The EIR evaluates potential impacts of construction and demolition, and 
concludes that those impacts will be less than significant. See sections 4.1 through 
4.11 of the Draft EIR. 

L798-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9. 

L798-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 15.  

L799 – Response to Comments from Jonathan Harris, dated November 19, 2017 

L799-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) he Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L799-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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9.1.3.9 800 through 899 

L800 – Response to Comments from Jordan Scovel, dated November 19, 2017 

L800-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L800-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L800-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L801 – Response to Comments from Jose Torres, dated November 19, 2017 

L801-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5 and 8. 

L801-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L801-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L801-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L801-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L802 – Response to Comments from Joyce Tanzer, dated November 19, 2017 
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L802-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L802-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L802-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L802-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L803 – Response to Comments from Juana Martinez, dated November 19, 2017 

L803-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L803-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5 and 8.  

L803-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L804 – Response to Comments from Julie Mond, dated November 19, 2017 

L804-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L804-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L804-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).    

L805 – Response to Comments from Karin Ostrander, dated November 19, 2017 

L805-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L805-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L806 – Response to Comments from Karrell Heap, dated November 19, 2017 

L806-1  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L807 – Response to Comments from Kate Hewitt, dated November 19, 2017 

L807-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L807-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L807-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L808 – Response to Comments from Katherine Adams, dated November 19, 2017 

L808-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L808-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L808-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L809 – Response to Comments from Kathi Sanger, dated November 19, 2017 

L809-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L809-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   
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L810 – Response to Comments from Kathleen Kroner, dated November 19, 2017 

L810-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L810-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L810-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L811 – Response to Comments from Kerry Blosten, dated November 19, 2017 

L811-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L811-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L811-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L812 – Response to Comments from Kevin Abrahamian, dated November 19, 2017 

L812-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L812-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L812-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L812-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L812-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 
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L812-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L812-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L813 – Response to Comments from Khilna Patel, dated November 19, 2017 

L813-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L813-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).   

L814 – Response to Comments from Kim Ulrich, dated November 19, 2017 

L814-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L814-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L815 – Response to Comments from Kristen Barrie, dated November 19, 2017 

L815-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L815-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, 8 and 9. 

L815-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L816 – Response to Comments from Marguerita Drew, dated November 19, 2017 
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L816-1 The Project site is not located on the site of the Scholl Canyon Landfill. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 11.   

L816-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L816-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L816-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L816-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L817 – Response to Comments from Knarik Sahakian, dated November 19, 2017 

L817-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L817-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L817-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L818 – Response to Comments from Kristina Lear, dated November 19, 2017 

L818-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L818-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L818-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L819 – Response to Comments from Laura Schneider, dated November 19, 2017 

L819-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L819-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L820 – Response to Comments from Leslie Sachs, dated November 19, 2017 

L820-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L820-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L820-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L820-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L820-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L821 – Response to Comments from Liana Hakobyan, dated November 19, 2017 

L821-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L821-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L822 – Response to Comments from Linda Williamson, dated November 19, 2017 

L822-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L823 – Response to Comments from Lindsey Hunter Lopez, dated November 19, 2017 

L823-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L823-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L824 – Response to Comments from Lisa Hirsch Lozano, dated November 19, 2017 

L824-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L824-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L824-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L825 – Response to Comments from Lisa Mattia, dated November 19, 2017 

L825-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L825-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L825-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 
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L825-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L825-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L825-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L826 – Response to Comments from Lisbeth Morrow, dated November 19, 2017 

L826-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L827 – Response to Comments from Louise Datu, dated November 19, 2017 

L827-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L827-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L828 – Response to Comments from Luis Gomez, dated November 19, 2017 

L828-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L828-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L828-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L828-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L828-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L829 – Response to Comments from Lusine Harutyunyan, dated November 19, 2017 

L829-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L829-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L829-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L829-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L829-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L830 – Response to Comments from Luz Magallanes, dated November 19, 2017 

L830-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L830-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L831 – Response to Comments from Lynette Hacopian, dated November 19, 2017 

L831-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L831-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L831-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L831-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L831-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L832 – Response to Comments from Lynn Kim-John, dated November 19, 2017 

L832-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L832-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L832-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L833 – Response to Comments from Nadia Mitri, dated November 19, 2017 

L833-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L833-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L834 – Response to Comments from Arevik Sargsyan, dated November 19, 2017 

L834-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L834-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 8, and 14. 

L834-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L835 – Response to Comments from Marian Partee Lamb, dated November 19, 2017 

L835-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L835-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L836 – Response to Comments from Maricela Hurtado, dated November 19, 2017 

L836-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L836-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L837 – Response to Comments from Marisa Marocco, dated November 19, 2017 

L837-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L837-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L838 – Response to Comments from Marji Golden, dated November 19, 2017 

L838-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L838-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  

L839 – Response to Comments from Mark Kausler, dated November 19, 2017 

L839-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L839-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L839-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L840 – Response to Comments from Mary O’Malley, dated November 19, 2017 

L840-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L840-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L841 – Response to Comments from Maureen E. Murphy, dated November 19, 2017 

L841-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L841-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L842 – Response to Comments from Maya Diakoff, dated November 19, 2017 

L842-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L842-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L843 – Response to Comments from Meghan L. Noble & Jon Rosenthal, dated November 19, 2017 

L843-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L843-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L843-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L844 – Response to Comments from Meredith Fox, dated November 19, 2017 

L844-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L844-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L844-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L845 – Response to Comments from Michael Antonacci, dated November 19, 2017 

L845-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L845-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L845-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L846 – Response to Comments from Michael Ardelean, dated November 19, 2017 

L846-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L846-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L847 – Response to Comments from Migdia Chinea, dated November 19, 2017 

L847-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L847-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 8.  

L847-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L848 – Response to Comments from Min-Jung Song, dated November 19, 2017 

L848-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

L848-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 1. 

L848-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L849 – Response to Comments from Moira Leeper, dated November 19, 2017 

L849-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L849-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L850 – Response to Comments from Molly King, dated November 19, 2017 

L850-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L850-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L850-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L851 – Response to Comments from Monica Deaner, dated November 19, 2017 

L851-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L851-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L851-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L852 – Response to Comments from Nadia Ahern, dated November 19, 2017 

L852-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L852-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L853 – Response to Comments from Nick Baboomian, dated November 19, 2017 

L853-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 5, and 8.  

L853-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1 and 5. 

L853-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L853-4  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L853-5  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L854 – Response to Comments from Nishant Rao, dated November 19, 2017 

L854-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L854-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L854-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L855 – Response to Comments from Odet Orujian, dated November 19, 2017 

L855-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L855-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L856 – Response to Comments from Pamela, dated November 19, 2017 

L856-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L856-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L856-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L857 – Response to Comments from Phoebe Tureen, dated November 19, 2017 

L857-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L857-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L858 – Response to Comments from Poonam Sharma, dated November 19, 2017 

L858-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L858-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L858-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L859 – Response to Comments from Rachel Elder, dated November 19, 2017 

L859-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L859-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L859-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L860 – Response to Comments from Ramona Barrio-Sotillo, dated November 19, 2017 

L860-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L860-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L860-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L861 – Response to Comments from Randee Barak, dated November 19, 2017 

L861-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L861-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L861-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L862 – Response to Comments from Richard Ramirez, dated November 19, 2017 

L862-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L863 – Response to Comments from Ron and Ronni Scardera, dated November 19, 2017 
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L863-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L863-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L863-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L864 – Response to Comments from Rondi Werner, dated November 19, 2017 

L864-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L100-2 and Topical Response No. 8. 

L864-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 8, and 9.  

L864-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 6. 

L865 – Response to Comments from Rubina Arshakian, dated November 19, 2017 

L865-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L865-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L865-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L865-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L865-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 
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L866 – Response to Comments from Ryan Chism, dated November 19, 2017 

L866-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L866-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L866-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L867 – Response to Comments from Ryan Whittick, dated November 19, 2017 

L867-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L867-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L868 – Response to Comments from Sam Friedman, dated November 19, 2017 

L868-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L868-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response No. 1 
and 8.  

L868-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L869 – Response to Comments from Sara McLean, dated November 19, 2017 

L869-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L869-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L869-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L870 – Response to Comments from Sarah Bascon, dated November 19, 2017 

L870-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L870-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L870-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L871 – Response to Comments from Sarah Goff, dated November 19, 2017 

L871-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L871-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L871-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L872 – Response to Comments from Sarah McGrail, dated November 19, 2017 
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L872-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L872-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L873 – Response to Comments from Shawn-Holly Hertzberg, dated November 19, 2017 

L873-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L873-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L873-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L874 – Response to Comments from Sibel Roman, dated November 19, 2017 

L874-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L874-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L874-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L875 – Response to Comments from Sonal Patel, dated November 19, 2017 

L875-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L875-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L875-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L876 – Response to Comments from Stacey & Darren Merritt, dated November 19, 2017 

L876-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L876-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L877 – Response to Comments from Stepan, dated November 19, 2017 

L877-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9.  

L878 – Response to Comments from Stephanie Cash, dated November 19, 2017 

L878-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L878-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L878-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L879 – Response to Comments from Susan Corso, dated November 19, 2017 

L879-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L879-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L880 – Response to Comments from Suzanne O’Connor, dated November 19, 2017 

L880-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L880-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9.  

L880-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L880-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 3, 8, and 9.  

L881 – Response to Comments from Sylvia Hendershott, dated November 19, 2017 

L881-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L881-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L881-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5. 

L882 – Response to Comments from Tammy Lopez, dated November 19, 2017 

L882-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L882-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L883 – Response to Comments from Terri Hoornstra, dated November 19, 2017 

L883-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L883-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L883-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 7.  

L883-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5.  

L884 – Response to Comments from Terry LaRocca, dated November 19, 2017 

L884-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L884-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 3.  

L885 – Response to Comments from Tess Lynch, dated November 19, 2017 

L885-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L885-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L886 – Response to Comments from Tonatzin Mondragon, dated November 19, 2017 

L886-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L886-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L887 – Response to Comments from Tova Goodman, dated November 19, 2017 

L887-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L887-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9.  

L887-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L888 – Response to Comments from Vanessa Yan, dated November 19, 2017 

L888-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L888-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L888-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L889 – Response to Comments from Vivian Hoornstra, dated November 19, 2017 

L889-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L889-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L890 – Response to Comments from Wendy Cortez, dated November 19, 2017 

L890-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L890-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L891 – Response to Comments from Yolanda Bebla, dated November 19, 2017 

L891-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L891-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L892 – Response to Comments from Zack Williamson, dated November 19, 2017 

L892-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 3, 8, and 9.  

L892-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L893 – Response to Comments from Aaron Wills, dated November 20, 2017 

L893-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L893-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L893-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L894 – Response to Comments from Adriano Martinez, dated November 20, 2017 

L894-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L894-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L894-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L894-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L894-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L895 – Response to Comments from Aisha Dixon-Peters, dated November 20, 2017 

L895-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8.  

L895-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L896 – Response to Comments from Alex Acevedo, dated November 20, 2017 

L896-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  
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L896-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 15. 

L897 – Response to Comments from Alicia Balam, dated November 20, 2017 

L897-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L897-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L897-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L898 – Response to Comments from Alice Dworkin, dated November 20, 2017 

L898-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L898-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L898-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L899 – Response to Comments from Alicia Vacca, dated November 20, 2017 

L899-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L899-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, and 9.  

L899-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

9.1.3.10 900 through 999 

L900 – Response to Comments from Amanda Green, dated November 20, 2017 

L900-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L900-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L901 – Response to Comments from Amelia Bernays Pitti, dated November 20, 2017 

L901-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 6. 

L902 – Response to Comments from Amy Jakovek, dated November 20, 2017 

L902-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L902-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L903 – Response to Comments from Amy White, dated November 20, 2017 

L903-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference about) 
the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or 
CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of 
the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L903-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference about) 
the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or 
CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of 
the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 
and 8. 

L903-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L904 – Response to Comments from Andre Curry, dated November 20, 2017 

L904-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L904-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L905 – Response to Comments from Andrew Birdzell, dated November 20, 2017 

L905-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L905-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L906 – Response to Comments from Ann Renken, dated November 20, 2017 

L906-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L906-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L906-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L907 – Response to Comments from Ann Shea, dated November 20, 2017 
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L907-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L907-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L907-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L907-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L908 – Response to Comments from Ann Shea, dated November 20, 2017 

L908-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L908-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).   

L908-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L908-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L909 – Response to Comments from Anna, dated November 20, 2017 

L909-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L910 – Response to Comments from Anne Edgar, dated November 20, 2017 

L910-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.   
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L910-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L910-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 4, and 5. 

L910-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L911 – Response to Comments from Annet Estrella-Torres, dated November 20, 2017 

L911-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L911-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 8. 

L911-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L912 – Response to Comments from Anthony Zierhut, dated November 20, 2017 

L912-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L912-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L912-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L913 – Response to Comments from Dr. Arineh Arzoumanian et. al., dated November 20, 2017 

L913-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968. 
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L913-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968. 

L913-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968. 

L913-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968. 

L913-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968. 

L913-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968. 

L914 – Response to Comments from Arminda Diaz, dated November 20, 2017 

L914-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L914-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L914-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L915 – Response to Comments from Armine Mkanyan, dated November 20, 2017 

L915-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L915-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L916 – Response to Comments from Richard Ramirez, dated November 19, 2017 

L916-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L917 – Response to Comments from Ben Flashman, dated November 20, 2017 

L917-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L917-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L917-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9.  

L917-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L917-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L917-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L918 – Response to Comments from Blair Sinta, dated November 20, 2017 

L918-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L918-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L918-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L918-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L918-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L918-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L918-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails).  

L919 – Response to Comments from Brian Gatewood, dated November 20, 2017 

L919-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L919-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L919-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  
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L920 – Response to Comments from Briana Fesperman, dated November 20, 2017 

L920-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L920-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L921 – Response to Comments from Bridget Moloney-Sinclair, dated November 20, 2017 

L921-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 15.  

L922 – Response to Comments from Britton Rizzio, dated November 20, 2017 

L922-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L922-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L922-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L923 – Response to Comments from Bryan Cooper, dated November 20, 2017 

L923-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L923-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L923-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L924 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L924-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L924-2 Fumigation involves plumes initially exhausted into stable air over water. As the 
plume crosses a coastline and travels inland for a sufficient distance, the plumes 
interact with thermals rising from the land and the plume may be brought rapidly 
to the ground. The Grayson Power Plant is located approximately 15 miles from 
shoreline where the effects of on-shore breezes will have had sufficient time to 
interact with over land thermal effects. Additionally, the wind pattern at Grayson 
(Burbank Airport) runs mostly perpendicular to the shoreline. 

For areas of different vegetation or canals near the Grayson Power Plant, 
AERMOD science for determining boundary layer conditions for daytime and 
nighttime urban areas has advanced over the years. The current regulatory 
AERMOD modeling system depends on the AERMET meteorological preprocessor 
to develop simulated meteorological processes driven by the diurnal cycle of 
solar heating over land. For nighttime urban areas, AERMOD accounts for the 
dispersive nature of the “convective-like” boundary layer that forms during 
nighttime conditions by enhancing the turbulence over that which is expected in 
rural, stable boundary layers. Any fumigation potentials caused by stable air 
should be accounted for in the present modeling analysis over all terrain 
surrounding the site. 

L924-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 
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L925 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L925-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L925-2 This comment provides the text of an article, contained in a link within the 
commenter’s letter, regarding the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s 
(LADWP) Barren Ridge project.  The commenter questions the City’s claims with 
respect to the challenges it would face to bring new transmission lines into the 
City. LADWP recently upgraded a 75-mile long 230 kV transmission line that 
extends from north of California City to their Rinaldi Substation in northern Los 
Angeles. The capacity on the Barren Ridge transmission line is not available to 
Glendale or to other parties, and the City does not have generation at the end of 
the Barren Ridge line to transmit into Glendale. More importantly, even assuming 
the City had generation available at the end of the Barren Ridge line, the Barren 
Ridge transmission line does not connect to Glendale or to a substation where 
the City has transmission rights. In order to bring energy from the Barren Ridge 
transmission line into Glendale, GWP would need to have the ability to purchase 
transmission capacity to transmit the energy from Barren Ridge to Sylmar 
Switching Station, and then GWP would use its existing transmission rights on the 
Pacific DC Intertie (the 100 MW Sylmar to Airway segment) to bring the energy 
from Sylmar to into Glendale’s Airway Substation (sometimes referred to as 
“Citygate”), But the GWP is already fully utilizing the Pacific DC Intertie line to 
serve load in Glendale, so adding the Barren Ridge transmission line would not 
increase the amount of energy that GWP can import into Glendale. 

Additionally, the Barren Ridge project relied upon expanding an existing 
switching station in a rural area, adding a new switching station in a rural area, 
adding a new transmission line that followed an existing transmission line, adding 
conductors to existing transmission towers, and reconductoring (replacing existing 
conductors with higher capacity conductors) other portions. Notably, the portions 
of the project that were located within urban areas from the Rinaldi Substation 
northwards, relied only upon reconductoring an existing transmission line. No new 
right-of-way or new transmission towers were required for this portion. This project 
cost $300 million92 and took five years to complete.   

The Draft EIR explored the possibility of building a new transmission line or lines, 
and determined that there are significant constraints to adding new transmission 

                                                      
92 http://www.ladwpnews.com/corrected-barren-ridge-project-brings-renewable-energy-home/  
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based, to a large extent, on the difficulty (cost and timing) of obtaining rights-of-
way through built out urban areas for new transmission lines that could connect 
with the GWP system. Permitting of long linear structures such as transmission lines 
in rural areas, and even for non-visible linear projects such as pipelines, is an 
arduous process. In urban areas, such as Glendale and the Los Angeles Basin, the 
difficulty is compounded because most of the real estate in these areas is 
privately owned and would need to be acquired through voluntary real estate 
transactions as property becomes available on the market, or condemned 
through eminent domain proceedings. 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. L298-80, GWP has previously explored 
the availability of additional transmission capacity.  However, unlike the Barren 
Ridge project, GWP does not have existing transmission lines that could be 
upgraded or empty rights-of-way that could be utilized. GWP’s transmission 
access is wholly dependent on pathways through the LADWP system. To replace 
Grayson would require obtaining additional firm transmission rights, i.e. 
transmission capacity is reserved for GWP’s use, akin to GWP’s transmission rights 
on the Pacific DC Intertie and the lines from the southwest area. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-80 and Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 
and 4 for additional information. 

L925-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L926 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L926-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L926-2 This comment provides the text of an article regarding hybrid compressed liquid 
air storage technology and questions why such technology was not considered 
for the Project. An EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to a project.  
CEQA does not require that an EIR study specific alternatives suggested by 
members of the public or other agencies. See Center for Biological Diversity v 
Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 CA4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v Los 
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Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 CA4th 362, 420.  For the energy storage 
options evaluated in the Draft EIR, proven utility scale technologies such as 
compressed air energy storage (CAES), pumped storage, and lithium ion 
batteries were considered. As described in the Draft EIR, neither CAES nor 
pumped storage was considered technically feasible due to unsuitable site 
conditions. Lithium ion is a commercially proven technology. 

Liquid Air Energy Storage (LAES) systems, such as being proposed by Highview 
Power Storage and others, were not analyzed because one of the criteria for the 
Project was to use commercially proven technologies. As there are no utility scale 
LAES plants in service, they were not analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

The pricing used in the Draft EIR for the lithium ion storage systems was based on 
several recently completed systems. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 
L404-1 for further information.  See also Topical Response No. 4. 

The City recently requested an updated EPC budgetary price for a 20 MW/80 
MWH system. The quotation was $320,000 per MWH for 96 MWH of installed 
capacity, not including the high voltage equipment (transformer, circuit 
breakers). As a comparison, the project cost estimator on the Highview Energy 
Storage website provides a cost of $399,000 per installed MWH of storage for a 
similar 20 MW/80 MWH storage system with a charging time of 12 hours and a 
discharge time of 4 hours. However, the note on their website is significant: “This 
cost estimate is based on a mature product (10th of a kind) and indicative only 
and is not a guarantee of cost for the specified LAES system. The estimate is 
based on costs from a European Supply Chain. A confident estimate to an 
adequate level of accuracy can only be given after full engineering work is 
completed.” As there are no utility scale LAES plants in service at this time, costs 
for an early unit are expected to be higher. It should be noted that the City could 
not locate the $640/MWH cost estimate cited by the commenter. 

L926-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L927 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L927-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L927-2 This comment references a study regarding PM2.5 (PM is particulate matter) 
emissions and states that the Project will increase PM2.5 emissions, which are 
correlated with end-stage renal disease. The referenced study draws conclusions 
regarding association, but not a causal relationship.   

The Draft EIR includes the results of an air quality impact analysis for the Project. 
The annual concentration of PM2.5 attributed to the Project is approximately 0.18 
ug/m3 while the referenced study includes concentrations of 5.0 to 22.1 ug/m3. 
Based upon SCAQMD and US EPA criteria, the increase in ambient 
concentrations of PM2.5 are below a level of significance.   

The Draft EIR reflects only the increase in ambient concentrations of PM2.5 that 
are attributed to the Project. It does not disclose or subtract ambient 
concentrations from the existing facility operations, so the results reflected in the 
Draft EIR should not be interpreted as a net difference attributable to the facility 
once the Project is complete.   

Annual emissions, rather than peak daily emissions, are most closely related to 
chronic health impacts. Topical Response No. 8 provides a detailed discussion of 
the difference in annual PM emissions from the facility. Both the maximum 
potential to emit PM2.5 and the expected emissions of PM2.5 due to the Project 
are below historic levels. Topical Response No. 8 indicates that historical PM2.5 
emissions (2015-2016) were 15.39 tons per year. The project Project has a potential 
to emit 15.1 tons per year and an expected annual emission rate of 
approximately 10 tons per year.  The increased velocity and temperature of the 
proposed turbines are also expected to more effectively disperse the exhaust 
plume and reduce ambient concentrations of PM2.5, relative to the existing 
plant. The reduction in emissions combined with more effective plume dispersion 
is expected to result in ambient concentrations that will be lower than those 
attributed to the existing facility. 

In many cases, health impacts of PM2.5 are caused, in part, by the bonding of 
hazardous compounds to the fine particles. The Draft EIR indicates that health 
risks attributed to the project are significantly below significance thresholds. 
Topical Response No. 8 summarizes the results of a health risk assessment that was 
conducted for the existing facility, based upon 2015 – 2016 operations after the 
Draft EIR was submitted. The results of the subsequent analysis indicate that health 
risks attributed to the Project are at least 96% lower than health risks attributed to 
the existing facility. 
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L927-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L927-2. Please also refer to Topical 
Response No. 8 for more information. 

L927-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L928 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L928-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L928-2 Commenter’s reference to a letter signed by 15,000 scientists who implore laymen 
and policy makers to continue to take action and pressure lawmakers to further 
promote sustainability transition is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

GWP is pursuing significant steps toward ensuring an environmentally sustainable 
power supply to the City of Glendale. As discussed in Topical Response No. 1, in 
2016 (the most recent reporting year), approximately 60% of our electricity was 
derived from carbon-free sources. The City continues to support increased 
renewable power procurement by: 1) continuing divestiture of coal-powered 
assets and contracts; 2) replacing local inefficient power generation assets with 
high-efficiency units that utilize less natural gas to produce energy and lower 
GHGs and other pollutants on a lb/MW-hr basis; and 3) promoting the use of the 
City’s limited transmission capacity for additional renewable energy by locally 
managing renewable energy firming and reliability requirements at Grayson with 
new, efficient generators. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 7, 8 and 9. 

L928-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L929 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 
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L929-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L929-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L959-8 and Topical Responses No. 1, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. 

L929-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L930 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L930-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L930-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L977-12, M1-61 and M1-62 and Topical 
Response No. 11. 

L930-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L931 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 20, 2017 

L931-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L931-2 This comment claims that the Draft EIR has not adequately explored three offered 
alternatives. An EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to a project.  
CEQA does not require that an EIR study specific alternatives suggested by 
members of the public or other agencies. See Center for Biological Diversity v 
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Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 CA4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v Los 
Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208 CA4th 362, 420.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 4. 

With respect to the suggestion that GWP should secure additional transmission 
service from LADWP, GWP’s existing transmission rights with LADWP are 
grandfathered. For new/additional transmission access, the LADWP Open Access 
Transmission Tariff does not offer multi-year access to transmission services. 
Additionally, the amount of transmission capacity offered each year is subject to 
availability on a year-to-year basis. For these reasons, GWP cannot rely upon 
transmission capacity from LADWP to predictably plan for its future. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-80 and Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3 for more 
information. 

With respect to the second suggestion that a small 20 MW unit should be added 
to the existing Grayson Power Plant, 234 MW of local capacity (in addition to Unit 
9, Magnolia, and Glendale’s transmission) is required to meet peak load and 
provide spinning and non-spinning reserves. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 
3 and 4. 

With respect to the third suggestion that GWP join the California Independent 
System Operator’s (CAISO), the City has studied joining the CAISO and has 
determined that it is not a workable solution. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 298-80, Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L931-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L931-2. 

L931-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L931-2, and Topical Response No. 11.. 

L931-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L931-2 and Topical Response No. 4. 

L931-6 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L931-2 and Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 
5 and 6. 

L931-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 

L932 – Response to Comments from Carissa Kosta Koutantzis, dated November 20, 2017 
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L932-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L932-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L932-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L933 – Response to Comments from Jeanette Guerra, dated November 20, 2017 

L933-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L933-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L934 – Response to Comments from Carlota Gomez, dated November 20, 2017 

L934-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L934-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L935 – Response to Comments from Caroline Fraissinet, dated November 20, 2017 

L935-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L935-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L936 – Response to Comments from Caroline Keichian, dated November 20, 2017 

L936-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L936-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, and 15. 

L937 – Response to Comments from Caroline Orija, dated November 20, 2017 

L937-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L937-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L937-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L938 – Response to Comments from Carolyn West, dated November 20, 2017 

L938-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L100-2 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8 and 9. 

L938-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L100-2.  

L939 – Response to Comments from Cheyenne Renee Haynes, dated November 20, 2017 

L939-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L939-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L940 – Response to Comments from Christopher Ell, dated November 20, 2017 

L940-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L940-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L941 – Response to Comments from Chris Liang, dated November 20, 2017 

L941-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L941-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L941-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L942 – Response to Comments from Christine Della Cioppa, dated November 20, 2017 

L942-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L942-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 8. 

L942-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L943 – Response to Comments from Cielo R. Ruiz, dated November 20, 2017 

L943-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L943-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L944 – Response to Comments from Cindy Tolosa, dated November 20, 2017 

L944-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L944-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L945 – Response to Comments from Claudia Rose, dated November 20, 2017 

L945-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L945-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L946 – Response to Comments from Colin Erker, dated November 20, 2017 

L946-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L946-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L947 – Response to Comments from Cynthia Rodriguez, dated November 20, 2017 

L947-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L947-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).   

L947-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L947-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L948 – Response to Comments from Daniel Sinclair, dated November 20, 2017 
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L948-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L948-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L948-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L949 – Response to Comments from Daniella Lodge, dated November 20, 2017 

L949-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L949-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L950 – Response to Comments from David Lewis, dated November 20, 2017 

L950-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L950-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L951 – Response to Comments from David Gudino, dated November 20, 2017 

L951-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L951-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L951-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L952 – Response to Comments from David Mollison, dated November 20, 2017 
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L952-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L952-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L952-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L953 – Response to Comments from Derrick Nau, dated November 20, 2017 

L953-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L953-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.   

L953-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.   

L954 – Response to Comments from Diana Diekmann, dated November 20, 2017 

L954-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L955 – Response to Comments from Diana Mathieu, dated November 20, 2017 

L955-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.574 

 

L955-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L955-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L977-9 and L977-12 and Topical 
Response Nos. 2, 3, 8, and 9. 

L955-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L956 – Response to Comments from Dien Huynh, dated November 20, 2017 

L956-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L956-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L956-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L957 – Response to Comments from Donn Christensen, dated November 20, 2017 

L957-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L957-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).   

L957-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L957-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  
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L958 – Response to Comments from Donna Sole, dated November 20, 2017 

L958-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L958-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L958-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L959 – Response to Comments from Angela Johnson Meszaros of EarthJustice on behalf of the 
Sierra Club, dated November 20, 2017 

L959-1 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-makers’ consideration as part of the City’s deliberations of the Project.  

The City disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the Project as a new 
power plant. The Project proposes to replace aging, unreliable units with modern 
new units within an existing power plant. It is not a proposal to construct a new 
plant and it is not a significant expansion of the current power plant. The Project is 
designed to meet the City’s peak demand and reserve requirements. Please refer 
to Topical Response No. 3.  

L959-2 The City agrees that cost is not an environmental impact. The City Council will 
consider the cost of the project, and relative cost of the alternative projects, in 
determining whether to proceed with the project. 

L959-3 The commenter asserts broadly, without providing an example, that the Draft EIR 
minimizes environmental impacts. The City disagrees with this comment. The Draft 
EIR for the Project is a thorough, comprehensive, and transparent disclosure of 
environmental impacts. The Draft EIR provides the public and the City decision 
makers with complete information, accurately describing the environmental 
impacts of the Project. The analysis in the Draft EIR provides substantial evidence 
supporting the EIR’s conclusion that the Project will not result in significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts. Regarding the need for the Project, please 
refer to Topical Response No. 3. Regarding Project alternatives, generally and 
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clean energy alternatives specifically, please refer to Topical Responses No. 4 
and 5, respectively. 

L959-4 The commenter asserts, without evidence, that the Draft EIR hides or conceals 
environmental impacts and tries to stack the deck in favor of Project approval. 
The City disagrees with this comment. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 
959-3. 

L959-5 The comment claims that the Project Description is inaccurate and that the 
Project is not designed to meet Glendale’s energy needs, but is instead designed 
to sell excess energy. This is not correct. The size and design of the Project was 
based upon the City’s need, and the financial model for the Project does not 
presume any revenues from electricity sales to third parties. As discussed in 
Topical Response 3, the need for the Project is 234 MW to cover peak load and 
reserves. On a hot day (95 oF), the Project is capable of producing only up to 242 
MW.  In September 2017, the peak load was almost 350 MW.  There is no excess 
energy to sell during high load periods. If the Project had been intended to sell 
into the energy markets, it would have been sized larger because peak load 
periods are the most lucrative time for energy sales. 

Additionally, the City cannot rely upon power purchases from LADWP to meet its 
long-term needs. Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. The IRP contemplated 
the possibility of entering into purchase and sale agreements to partially offset 
the cost of the Project.  However, the City is not pursuing such agreements, and 
has not sized the Project to accommodate selling energy to the energy market. 

With regard to analysis of the air emissions from the Project, please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L959-6 This comment claims that the Draft EIR constructs alternatives that do not truly 
inform decision makers and the public about reasonable, feasible, and available 
clean energy alternatives that would significantly reduce or eliminate impacts of 
the Project. This comment further claims that the Draft EIR does not support 
factual statements regarding costs associated with the Project, costs associated 
with Project alternatives, and the need to build additional transmission to 
implement certain Project alternatives. The City disagrees with this comment. The 
City considered clean energy alternatives and analyzed in the Draft EIR an 
Alternative Energy Project Alternative, which studied the potential impacts of a 
renewable energy alternative. With respect to the commenter’s heading, which 
suggests that the Draft EIR rejects feasible alternatives, it is ultimately the City 
Council’s decision regarding whether to approve or reject the Project or a Project 
alternative. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 959-12, below. For further 
information, please refer also to Topical Responses No. 4 and 5. 
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L959-7 The Project proposes to replace aging, unreliable units with modern new units 
within an existing power plant. It is not a proposal to construct a new plant. The 
City already does rely heavily on both renewable and carbon-free energy 
sources, and is a state-wide leader in the percentage of renewable and carbon-
free energy in its energy portfolio.  See Response to Comment No. 959-8 below.  
The Project provides dispatchable peaking and reserve capacity that 
renewables alone may not be able to effectively supply. The Draft EIR analyzes a 
reasonable range of Project alternatives, including alternative energy sources. 
Lastly, the Draft EIR does not overstate Glendale’s energy needs. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L959-5 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5. 

L959-8 The City disagrees that the Project will hinder the City’s ability to meet 
Renewables Portfolio Standard mandates. The City is well ahead of the State 
average in meeting Renewables Portfolio Standard requirements as well as in its 
zero carbon energy procurements. As set forth in Topical Response No. 1, as of 
2016, Glendale procured 47% of its energy from eligible renewable resources and 
64% of its energy from zero carbon resources. Therefore, the City is well on its way 
to meeting the 50% renewable energy target, long before 2030. In addition, the 
City has an expansive array of successful energy efficiency, demand 
management, and solar programs in place to encourage energy efficiency 
savings and the local deployment of renewables.  

The Project is a necessary component of Glendale’s long-term clean energy 
strategy. It will provide modern, dispatchable, cleaner-burning, efficient units that 
can rapidly ramp up to integrate expanding solar capacity within Glendale. The 
Project will also free up GWP’s limited transmission to bring in additional 
renewable imports, as described in Topical Response No. 1.  

The Draft EIR considered the possibility that SB 100 could become law.  Please 
refer to page 2.12 of the Draft EIR. Additionally, it should be noted that the S.B. 
100 legislation proposed in 2017, and discussed in the Draft EIR at page 2.12, 
proposed a 100% renewables portfolio and zero carbon standard by 2045 – the 
legislators did not assume, and it is not realistic to assume, that 100% renewable 
and zero carbon energy is achievable by the early 2020s, when the power plant 
is expected to fail or to be taken offline due to new SCAQMD rulemaking. 

Further, the City disagrees with the comment that the IRP did not consider a 50% 
or 100% renewables requirement and that this is a “mistake” that requires the 
Draft EIR to completely reanalyze all the alternatives at 50% renewables. As 
discussed in Topical Response No. 2, the IRP did consider a 50% renewables 
requirement in its analysis. Moreover, the Project need not comply with the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard requirement on its own; compliance with the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard is an obligation of the City as part of its complete 
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energy portfolio. The City complies with the Renewables Portfolio Standard and 
will continue to do in the future.  

Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7 and 16. 

L959-9 The Puente Power Project is substantially different from the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 13. 

L959-10 GWP and the LADWP have different resources available that affect operational 
flexibility. Therefore, a policy decision by LADWP to temporarily suspend 
additional repowering projects is unrelated to GWP’s need to reliably serve its 
customers. Please refer to Topical Response No. 14. 

L959-11 The comment regarding Southern California Edison’s Preferred Resources Pilot 
Program is noted. By way of comparison, the Southern California Edison program 
represents approximately ½ % of Southern California Edison’s total load. Glendale 
has already adopted battery storage technology by installing a battery at 
Grandview Substation.  This battery system has a capacity of approximately ½% 
of the Glendale load.  Additionally, Glendale also has demand response and 
solar that add to this. It is also worth noting that Southern California Edison also 
pursued natural gas fueled power plant development in parallel with the 
Alamitos and Huntington projects that were approved by the California Energy 
Commission last year, and the Stanton project which is currently being permitted. 
Please refer to Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIR. 

L959-12 This comment suggests that the Draft EIR rejects Project alternatives. This is 
incorrect. The Draft EIR does not reject any Project alternative. The Draft EIR 
provides the City decision makers, in this case the City Council, with information 
on the environmental impacts of each of the five Project alternatives and the 
extent to which each Project alternative meets the Project objectives. It is 
ultimately the City Council’s decision whether to approve or reject the Project or 
a Project alternative. For further information on Project alternatives generally and 
renewable energy alternatives specifically, please refer to Topical Responses No. 
4 and 5, respectively. 

This comment also asserts that the Draft EIR does not support key assumptions for 
rejecting various Project alternatives. As stated above, the Draft EIR does not 
reject Project alternatives. It provides information regarding environmental 
impacts and ability to meet Project objectives, but it is up to the City Council to 
weigh the evidence and decide whether to approve or reject the Project or a 
Project alternative. Regarding the need to construct additional transmission 
capacity to implement the Alternative Energy Project Alternative and the 150 
MW Project Alternative, energy availability to recharge the batteries for the 
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Energy Storage Project Alternative, and cost data associated with the 200 MW 
Project Alternative and the Project, please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 
Regarding the selection of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, please refer 
to Topical Response No. 4.  

L959-13 The commenter expressed concern that emissions from the Project should be 
classified as “significant” and then mitigated to a level below significance 
through the SCAQMD offsetting program.  

The City proposed its significance determination based upon the use of multiple 
methodologies. Those methodologies can include a screening of daily mass 
emissions before offset, daily mass emissions after offset and results of ambient air 
quality analyses. The first criterion used to advise the public of the Project 
impacts, is the increase of emissions itself. Based upon this measurement, all 
criteria pollutant emissions, other than NOx and VOCs, were shown to be below 
the SCAQMD-recommended significance threshold (Table 4-26 of the Draft EIR). 

The Draft EIR also discusses how the SCAQMD offsetting program ensures that, in 
order to qualify for a permit, all emissions of nonattainment pollutants must be 
offset. Because the emission offset program is mandated through SCAQMD 
regulations, the use of offsets is not a voluntary mitigation measure, and is instead 
a part of the Project itself. Because the offset program is part of the Project, 
emissions after offset are used to determine significance and the offset values are 
below SCAQMD’s significance thresholds.  

SCAQMD CEQA policy clarifies that a more refined method for determining 
significance is to conduct an ambient air quality impact analysis in place of, or in 
addition to, mass emission thresholds. The City performed an ambient air quality 
analysis of impacts of all applicable pollutants for which state or federal ambient 
air quality standards exist and demonstrated, in accordance with SCAQMD 
protocol, that all resulting ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants are below 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. 

L959-14 This comment asserts that the greenhouse gas emissions from the Project are 
significant and that required compliance with California’s Cap-and-Trade 
program cannot be considered as a factor to determine that the Project will 
result in less-than-significant impacts because Cap-and-Trade merely places a 
price on emissions rather than actually reducing emissions. 

The Project is required to comply with California’s Cap-and-Trade program and 
therefore such compliance may be considered part of the Project and need not 
be separately imposed as mitigation. In addition, compliance with the Cap-and-
Trade program is appropriately considered to support the Draft EIR’s conclusion 
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that the Project will result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

Greenhouse gas emissions and climate change are global concerns and the 
Cap-and-Trade program is an enforceable state regulation designed to reduce 
overall emissions associated with electricity generation and other industries. 
CEQA Guideline 15064.4(b) specifically states that compliance with such 
adopted statewide plans may be considered in determining the significance of 
greenhouse gas emissions impacts. The purchase of offsets by the Project ensures 
that statewide, and thereby globally, emissions are reduced. For further 
information, please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L959-15 This comment asserts that the Project site’s location within a mapped liquefaction 
zone establishes that the risk of liquefaction is significant and that the Draft EIR 
improperly shifts mitigation identification and adoption to after approval of the 
Project. It should be noted that the Grayson Power Plant has withstood two very 
significant earthquakes in the last 45 years, the San Fernando (Sylmar) 
earthquake in 1971, and the Northridge earthquake in 1994. In both cases, 
Grayson did not incur any significant settlement or damage to the equipment 
and allowed Glendale to restore power to the grid significantly sooner than either 
SCE or LADWP. The Project will be designed in accordance with ASCE7-10 and 
the latest edition of the CBC addressing the potential for liquefaction. The major 
equipment will be placed on concrete foundations supported by piles 
approximately 55-feet long that pass through the zone of liquefaction into solid 
support.  A lead agency may rely upon a Project’s required compliance with 
building codes and its compliance with recommendations of supporting 
technical reports to determine that a project will not result in significant impacts. 
Please also refer to Topical Response No. 10. 

L959-16 In this concluding statement, the commenter claims generally that the Project is 
significantly larger than what is needed to meet Glendale’s energy needs, that 
the Draft EIR does not disclose both the size of the Project and its environmental 
impacts, including significant impacts with respect to air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, and earthquake risk, and that the Project alternatives analysis in the 
Draft EIR is flawed. The City disagrees with this comment. Regarding the size of the 
Project to meet Glendale’s energy needs, please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 
Regarding impacts relating to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
earthquake risk, please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9, and 10. Regarding the 
Project alternatives analysis, please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L960 – Response to Comments from Edina Tanacs, dated November 20, 2017 
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L960-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L960-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L961 – Response to Comments from Eliza Maher, dated November 20, 2017 

L961-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L961-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L962 – Response to Comments from Elizabeth Williams, dated November 20, 2017 

L962-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L962-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L963 – Response to Comments from Ellen Martirosyan, dated November 20, 2017 

L963-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L963-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L963-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L964 – Response to Comments from Ellen Readinger, dated November 20, 2017 

L964-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L964-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L964-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L965 – Response to Comments from Emily Greene, dated November 20, 2017 

L965-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L965-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L966 – Response to Comments from Emily O’Halloran, dated November 20, 2017 

L966-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L966-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L966-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L967 – Response to Comments from Erika Kreutz, dated November 20, 2017 

L967-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L967-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L968 – Response to Comments from Erik Yesayan et. al., dated November 20, 2017 

L968-1  The commenters’ introductory statements are acknowledged and will be 
included in the Final EIR for the decision maker’s consideration. 

L968-2 The City agrees that global climate change is an important challenge facing the 
world and has adopted a resolution in support of the Paris Climate Accord. 
However, the City disagrees with the commenters’ assertion that the “upgraded 
Grayson Plant will go too far in contributing GHS [sic] emissions.” 

The commenters have expressed concern about the increase in GHG emissions 
and the “less than significant” determination contained in the Draft EIR because 
the increase in emissions exceeds the California CEQA significance guideline of 
75,000 tons/year. Because Grayson is a power plant, GWP is obligated to quantify 
and offset annual GHG emissions pursuant to the California Cap-and-Trade 
program. Compliance with programs such as the Cap-and-Trade Programs that 
are mandated by regulation are part of the Project, in the same way that 
compliance with building and safety codes are not voluntary and are considered 
part of the Project and not mitigation measures.  

The use of GHG offsets is not voluntary so they are accounted for in determining 
significance. SCAQMD maintains a significance threshold of 10,000 tons per year.  
100% of the GHG emissions from the combustion equipment must be offset. Net 
emissions therefore only include emissions related to facility occupants. The 
resulting emissions that are not offset through the Cap-and-Trade Program are 
well below the 10,000 ton per year significance threshold. In fact, the Project is 
not expected to increase emissions related to facility occupants beyond current 
baseline levels.  

The Emission Reduction Credits will benefit both Glendale residents and those 
outside of Glendale. Topical Response No. 9 for further information regarding 
GHG impacts. 

The City disagrees with the comment that, as a result of the Project, “the children 
and elderly, the most vulnerable members of our community, will breathe more 
pollution.” The Project reduces health risks to the local population relative to the 
existing power plant. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 and 16. 

L968-3 With regard to the comment urging the City Council “to pause further 
development of the repower and immediately commission an independent Cost-
Benefit Analysis of the project,” please refer to Topical Response No. 16, 
Responses to Comments in First Set of Emails.  
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The Draft EIR, and the Integrated Resource Plan that preceded it, considered a 
number of alternatives, as well as the ability of Glendale to derive renewable 
power from electric grids that connect with solar-, wind-, hydroelectric- and 
nuclear-generated sources. Please refer to the Draft EIR, Section 5 and Topical 
Response Nos. 4 and 5.   

Indeed, as evidenced by Glendale’s 2016 Power Content Label (the latest 
reporting year available), Glendale is already a leader among California utilities 
in that it sources at least 47% of its energy from eligible renewable resources 
(versus a state average of 25%) and 64% of its energy from zero-carbon resources 
(versus a state average of 44%). Glendale’s energy sources include wind, 
hydroelectric, geothermal, biomass, and nuclear power. Additionally, In October 
of 2017, Glendale executed a $557 million, 21-year energy purchase contract 
that will supply Glendale with 40-60 MW each hour, 16 hours per day, of which at 
least 55% must be renewable and at least 20% must be zero-carbon free.  

Glendale imports renewable energy over its limited transmission capacity and the 
Project will enable Glendale to increase the amount of renewable energy that it 
imports into the City. Additionally, the Project will allow Glendale to manage 
increasing amounts of local photovoltaic and renewable energy from within 
Glendale. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 16.  

The EIR has fully evaluated the air quality impacts of the Project. Please refer to 
Sections 4.3, 4.5, 4.11.4, and 4.11.6 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 
and 16. 

The EIR also considered the impact of future air quality regulations on the Project. 
Upcoming SCAQMD air quality regulations will require expensive air quality 
retrofits, or that the plant be taken offline, within the next few years.  Topical 
Response No. 6.  

While the method of financing the Project and the impact on residential electric 
bills are financial issues not impacting environmental resources and therefore 
need not be analyzed under CEQA, the Project will have no impact on electric 
rates.  The GWP Director has affirmed this representation to the City Council on 
February 6, 2017 at a public meeting on the Project.  Topical Response No. 16, 
Response to Comments, in Second Set of Emails. 

The Project is not inconsistent with the UN Paris Climate Agreement.  The Project 
does not displace renewables and it does not discourage use of renewables; it 
supports GWP’s procurement of renewable energy and replaces other, less 
efficient fossil-fueled generation equipment with cleaner, newer equipment. 
Additionally, unlike many other sources of GHG emissions, GWP is obligated to 
offset 100% of its GHG emissions through the Cap-and-Trade program.  This 
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program ensures that real, quantifiable emissions reductions are achieved and 
that overall GHG emissions will be reduced from 1990 levels by 40%.  See Topical 
Response No. 9.   Further, the Paris Climate Agreement is not the standard for 
CEQA.  

 
The Greener Glendale Plan (Glendale’s climate action plan) examines GHGs and 
was analyzed and consistency with its objectives was determined.  The Project is 
part of Glendale’s integrated strategy towards a 100% clean energy future. In 
addition, the Project is in compliance with SCAQMD requirements and cannot 
proceed without an SCAQMD permit.  SCAQMD air quality requirements are the 
most stringent in the state, and California has the most stringent air quality 
regulations in the nation.  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 
9. 

L969 – Response to Comments from Erika Edgerley Robbins, dated November 20, 2017 

L969-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L969-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L969-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L969-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L969-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L970 – Response to Comments from Erika Egede-Nissen, dated November 20, 2017 

L970-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L970-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L971 – Response to Comments from Erin Burke, dated November 20, 2017 

L971-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L971-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 14, and 15.  

L971-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response No. 9.  

L971-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L971-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L971-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5.  

L971-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L972 – Response to Comments from Erinn Hayes, dated November 20, 2017 

L972-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L972-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 9. 

L972-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L973 – Response to Comments from Flora Birdzell, dated November 20, 2017 

L973-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L973-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8.  

L973-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L974 – Response to Comments from Marian Dodge of Friends of Griffith Park, dated November 20, 
2017 

L974-1 The commenter’s introductory statements are noted and will be included in the 
Final EIR for consideration by the decision makers. 
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L974-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. The City is well ahead of the State 
average in meeting the targets in SB 32.  Grayson is only a portion of GWP’s 
energy portfolio.  There are other sources currently in GWP’s portfolio that 
contribute to the greenhouse gas footprint. As set forth in Topical Response No. 1, 
as of 2016, Glendale procured 47% of its energy from eligible renewable 
resources and 64% of its energy from zero carbon resources.  Therefore, the City is 
well on its way to meeting the 50% renewable energy target, long before 2030.   

L974-3 Due to CEQA requirements and methodologies required by SCAQMD, the Draft 
EIR overstates the level of emissions actually anticipated to occur with the Project.  
In fact, the Project reduces health risks to the local population relative to the 
existing power plant. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 and 16.  

As stated in Topical Response No. 8, both CEQA requirements for air quality 
assessment methodologies and SCAQMD permitting standards use a 
conservative methodology for calculating emissions from the Project. Specifically, 
CEQA requires that maximum potential Project impacts be compared to 
historical actual emissions. Likewise, SCAQMD methodology compares the total 
emissions that would be permitted for the Project to the historical, recent, actual 
emissions from the existing power plant, which does not run at full capacity due 
to its age, and then applies a discounting factor to establish a baseline level. 
Even using this conservative analysis, the air emissions thresholds are below 
significance thresholds. 

Despite the conservative assumptions in the Draft EIR, the Project is not intended 
to be run at the permitted levels. Therefore, the actual anticipated emission from 
the Project will be less than the Draft EIR assumed. As set forth in Topical Response 
Nos. 8 and 9, in many cases historic actual emissions are much in line with 
proposed maximum potential emissions under expected operating conditions. In 
addition, the worst-case health risks attributed to the Project are approximately 
96% lower than the risks that are posed by the existing, actual facility operations. 

L974-4 With regard to the comments regarding potential air quality impacts at Griffith 
Park and the Los Angeles Zoo, please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  The Draft 
EIR evaluated air emissions concentrations and health risks. The impacts near the 
Project (within 600 feet of the Project), were determined to be less than significant 
based on established air quality thresholds.  At one half mile away from the 
Project, ambient air concentrations and relative health risks are less than 50% 
(and in most cases far less than 50%) of the air quality thresholds used to 
determine significance.  

Project air quality impacts (at points relatively near the Project) are considered by 
SCAQMD to be less than significant. Ambient air concentrations of pollutants 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.588 

 

decrease as they are dispersed away from the emission source. As set forth in 
Topical Response No. 8 at one half mile from the Project, health risks that can be 
attributed to the Project are approximately 43% of the risks that exist closer to the 
Project, and represent approximately 4% of the significance threshold itself.  These 
impacts are less than significant. 

The Project will reduce health risks associated with air quality. All emissions 
(including less than significant emission associated with the Project) diminish more 
as they disperse from their source. The same holds true for ambient 
concentrations of all pollutants, including criteria pollutants such as NO2 and 
PM10/2.5.  Although the Draft EIR text discusses only near-Project ambient air 
concentrations, Appendix D.3 to the Draft EIR includes a larger body of 
concentration data at points farther from the Project. At Griffith Park, ambient 
concentrations of pollutants measured on a short-term basis are only about 14% 
of the threshold levels used to determine whether the Project results in any 
significant impacts on air quality.  For pollutants that are measured on annual 
basis, the ambient concentrations at Griffith Park are only about 6% of near-
Project levels that were used to determine whether the project results in any 
significant impact on air quality.  

L974-5 With regard to the concerns raised regarding “increased pollutants” for walkers 
on the Los Angeles River Walk and the proposed new bridge, please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L974-4 and Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 and 16. 

L974-6 The Project is sustainable and forward-thinking and will help the City meet the 
state’s renewable energy goals while ensuring the reliability of electricity at 
reasonable rates. The Project has been designed to provide flexible local 
generation that is both reliable and which can be readily dispatched when 
renewable energy sources are intermittently not available or are insufficient to 
meet the City electrical load. In addition, as described in Topical Response No. 1, 
the Project would allow the City to free up its limited transmission capacity to 
import more renewable energy. The City has in place extensive programs and 
incentives to encourage rooftop solar, energy efficiency and demand 
management and will continue to be on the forefront in setting and meeting 
ambitious energy efficiency targets and in meeting state renewable energy 
goals. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. 

L975 – Response to Comments from Franceli Izaguirre, dated November 20, 2017 

L975-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L975-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 

L975-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L976 – Response to Comments from Francoise Sawyer, dated November 20, 2017 

L976-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L976-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L976-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L976-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L976-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L977 – Response to Comments from Daniel Brotman of Glendale Environmental Coalition, dated 
November 20, 2017 

L977-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L977-2 The City disagrees with this comment. The Draft EIR for the Project is thorough, 
comprehensive, and transparent. The Draft EIR provides the public and the City 
decisionmakers with complete information, accurately describing the 
environmental impacts of the Project. The analysis in the Draft EIR provides 
substantial evidence supporting the EIR’s conclusion that the Project will not result 
in significant and unavoidable environmental impacts.  
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L977-3 The City disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the Project as “a 
significant expansion of both capacity and planned generation.” The Project 
proposes to repower the Grayson Power Plant by replacing 7 units -- Units 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 8A and 8B – and replacing them with 4 modern, cleaner-burning, and more 
efficient units. The Project is sized to meet Glendale’s peak load demand, to 
provide spinning and non-spinning reserve as well as other ancillary services, and 
to provide a source of local power for emergencies. Please also refer to Response 
to Comment No. L298-6 and Topical Response No. 3.  

The 43 MW capacity increase as stated in the Draft EIR is accurate and not 
misleading. The 43 MW is based upon the California Energy Commission 
methodology for determining project size.  Further, at the time the IRP was 
prepared, Unit 4 was operating with an equipment failure and thus had a 
reduced output. That piece of equipment was subsequently repaired, and its 
output increased. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L977-4 The Units are permitted for a far greater level of operation than will be necessary 
on a regular basis because: 

• Permitted hours cannot be shared between units, thus each unit receives 
individual permits that considers whether another of the units is 
unavailable; 

• The air permitting process requires the permittee to reflect peak month 
operations and apply peak use for the year.  

• The permittee included unit operation hours to address contingencies 
such as the loss of the Pacific DC Intertie. Thus, in the event of an 
emergency, major outage, or unexpected separation from LADWP, it will 
be necessary to have a local supply of power, and have the permitted 
ability to run the units above the standard level of operation.  

For these reasons, the units were permitted with more starts and more hours of 
operation than the expected levels of operation. Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 3 and 8.  

L977-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3 and Response to Comment No. 
L298-19. The commenter’s assumptions regarding the capacity and availability of 
the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project to support the City’s needs 
are incorrect. Although the units proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
would have a gross capacity of 12 MW, the net generating capacity of the plant, 
based on the current available landfill gas, would be approximately 9.5 MW.  
Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-24.  
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L977-6 With regard to the regulatory requirements that GWP maintain adequate 
reserves, please refer to Topical Response No. 3. The City disagrees with the 
commenter’s claim that the City “must show that these regulations are new since 
the 2015 IRP or, if not new, explain why there was no mention of them in the 
context of supply-demand representations in the 2015 IRP.” The state and federal 
regulatory requirements pre-date the IRP.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
No. 2. 

L977-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L977-8 The City disagrees that proceeding with the Project places the City at risk due to 
potential future legislation. The City has an immediate need to repower its aging 
power plant so that it can continue to reliably serve the needs of Glendale 
customers. The project is an integral part of the City’s strategy to move towards a 
100% clean energy future and will allow the City to integrate renewables from 
both within and outside of Glendale and to increase renewable imports. Please 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L959-8  and Topical Response 
Nos. 1, 3, and 6. 

L977-9 The IRP contemplated the possibility of entering into purchase and sale 
agreements to partially offset the cost of the Project.  However, the City is not 
pursuing such agreements, and the Project is not sized or designed to support 
market sales of energy. The size and design of the Project was based upon the 
City’s needs, and the financial model for the Project does not presume any 
revenues from electricity sales to third parties. As discussed in Topical Response 3, 
the need for the Project is 234 MW to cover peak load and reserves. On a hot 
day (95 oF), the Project is capable of producing only up to 242 MW. There is no 
excess energy to sell during high load periods. Had the Project had been 
intended to sell into the energy markets, it would have been sized larger as peak 
load periods are the most lucrative time for energy sales. 

With regard to the “glut of gas-fired generation” that was discussed in the Los 
Angeles Times article cited by the commenter, the article discusses the CAISO 
system of which the City is not a part. There is not a glut of power throughout all 
of California, and particularly not in Glendale, which has limited ability to transmit 
energy from outside of Glendale. In any event, the Project does not rely on the 
sale of excess power and the cost of the Project does not result in environmental 
impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L977-10 GWP held informal, preliminary discussions with municipal utilities within the 
Southern California Public Power Authority regarding the potential to sell power 
from the Project, but those discussions did not proceed beyond preliminary 
conversations and there has been no follow-up to those overtures. Moreover, 
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based upon GWP’s need to meet peak load and maintain sufficient reserves, 
GWP would not have excess, firm power to sell to those utilities when they would 
need it the most – during peak load conditions. GWP also initially proposed that 
the Project could be a Southern California Public Power Authority project with 
GWP and other municipal utilities holding an ownership share, but likewise 
abandoned that effort because of the permitting complexities of that approach. 

L977-11 The City acknowledges comments regarding the cost of GHG credits.  However, 
the cost of carbon credits and related economic assessments are separate 
policy and business decisions that not part of the Project analyzed in this CEQA 
process or used to make significance determinations under CEQA.  To the extent 
that GWP’s renewable energy and carbon free power portfolio has to be 
supported during key periods by natural gas- based power generation, the GHG 
offset costs would be incurred regardless of the location of those generation 
sources.  

L977-12 Regarding GHG emissions, please refer to Topical Response No. 9.  Please also 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. L968-2 and L968-3.   

The Draft EIR is designed to reflect maximum daily potential emissions, rather than 
typical emissions.  As disclosed in Section 9 of the Topical Responses, typical 
annual emissions from the Project are approximately 220,000 MT, so the increase 
in most operating years is expected to be approximately 120,000 MT, rather than 
the maximum possible value of 416,000 MT disclosed in the DEIR.   

The Project does not displace or discourage the use of renewables. As discussed 
in Topical Response No. 1, the Project supports GWP’s renewable and clean 
energy portfolio.  It replaces other, less efficient fossil-fueled generation 
equipment with cleaner, newer equipment that requires far less natural gas to 
produce the same amount of energy. Additionally, unlike many other sources of 
GHG emissions, GWP is obligated to offset 100% of its GHG emissions through the 
CA Cap-and-Trade program.  This program ensures that real, quantifiable 
emissions reductions are achieved and that overall GHG emissions will be 
reduced from 1990 levels by 40%.   

The Project has no impact on the leakage of natural gas from the off-site pipeline 
systems.  The majority of the on-site natural gas piping will be of welded 
construction, and all of the piping and equipment will be pressure-tested at 
pressures higher than their maximum allowable operating pressures.  

The statement that the repowered units are more energy efficient, create less 
emissions, and increase reliability of the power grid is accurate. The City disagrees 
with the opinion that this statement is an “unambiguous misrepresentation” of the 
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nature of the Project. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for 
the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L977-13 The Project will improve air quality and reduce health impacts in the vicinity of the 
Project.  The Project will not threaten long-term climate stability; nor will it 
negatively affect short-term and long-term health outcomes in Glendale and 
surrounding areas.   

The emissions inventories and the analyses used to support the significance 
determinations in the Draft EIR were also used to support the SCAQMD permit 
application.  SCAQMD has reviewed both the Draft EIR and the permit 
application and has determined that the supporting analyses are accurate.  
SCAQMD has also concluded that the Project is qualified to receive SCAQMD 
permits. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 977-16 and Topical Response 
No. 8. 

L977-14 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L977-15 The commenter expresses concern that PM10 emission offset credits are not 
available for the Project.  That is not the case. 

 PM10 emission offset credits for the project will come from two sources.  The first 
source is SCAQMD which is committed to sell a portion of the necessary credits 
related to the boiler replacement to the City and use the proceeds to finance 
new emission reduction programs.  SCAQMD has confirmed that it holds 
adequate credits to satisfy its obligation.  The credits reflect real emission 
reductions that have been validated by the SCAQMD.  Those credits will be 
retired and will not be available for additional projects.  Additionally, proceeds 
from the sale will be used to fund a second round of future emission reductions 

The remainder of credits (approximately 71 pounds per day) will be purchased in 
the market from a private holder of existing credits.  Currently, there are 779 
pounds per day of PM10 ERCs that are registered with SCAQMD, held by private 
entities, and eligible for use to offset emissions from the Project.   The City has 
entered into contract negotiations with a seller to provide the required offsets 
once the Project is approved.  Those credits will be held in escrow to ensure their 
availability to the City when needed.  

The hourly PM10 emission rates reflected in the DEIR reflect both manufacturer 
estimates as well as emission test results for hundreds of similar gas turbines that 
have been installed in California.  The emission rates have also been used to 
permit more recent projects in SCAQMD.  The City has also used the emission 
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rates to support its own application submittal to SCAQMD.  The air district has 
reviewed the emission rates and concurs that they are reasonable.  The emission 
rates will be enforced through the SCAQMD permits.    

L977-16 The commenter’s statement regarding US EPA knowledge of safe emission levels 
of toxic air contaminants is somewhat misleading.  While there may not be 
ambient air quality standards for toxic pollutants, both US EPA and the State of 
California utilize health risk assessments to determine the potential health impacts 
of toxic pollutants on the local community.  The Draft EIR contains the results of a 
health risk assessment to determine potential health risks that the Project may 
impose.  The City conducted the health risk assessment in accordance with 
California and SCAQMD requirements. SCAQMD approved the City’s health 
assessment risk protocol in advance of the City’s preparation of the Draft EIR.  The 
health risk assessment also supported the SCAQMD permit application.  SCAQMD 
subsequently approved the health risk assessment result and concurred that the 
risks are below the CEQA significant thresholds.  Topical Response No. 8 provides 
additional details about the risk assessment results of the Project.  It also discusses 
risk assessment results for the Grayson facility as is currently operated, and 
demonstrates that the Project is expected to reduce public health risks in the 
local community. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L977-17 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.   

L977-18 The comment expresses concern about the risk of exposure to asbestos dispersion 
and the potential increase in VOCs, PMs and other air pollutants which will occur 
as a result of the demolition and clean up. Furthermore, the comment expresses 
concern that the Draft EIR has not detailed how the City will handle the large 
quantities of hazardous materials, including asbestos-laden pipes, oil containers, 
and other unknown materials that are likely sitting beneath the proposed 8-foot 
disturbance layer. 

The Draft EIR in Section 3.2 states that demolition would include the removal of all 
buildings, most infrastructure, and any contaminated soil to a depth of “roughly 
eight to ten feet “below existing grade or below the floor of existing subsurface 
installations.” (Draft EIR, page 3.44). The purpose of this excavation is to provide a 
clean site for new construction. The comment appears to misconstrue the Draft 
EIR statement as indicating that soil would be removed only eight to ten feet 
below existing grade, apparently disregarding the reference to depth below 
existing subsurface installations. 

In addition, the Draft EIR at Appendix G includes a lead and asbestos survey of 
the existing Grayson Power Plant, which identifies sources of lead and asbestos 
that will need to be remediated, and Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site 
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Assessments as the Grayson Power Plant site, which characterize any subsurface 
conditions and delineate potential areas impacted by constituents of concern 
that could be encountered during Project demolition.  

As stated in Section 4.6.4 of the Draft EIR, contaminated material encountered 
during Project demolition would be handled and disposed in compliance with 
applicable LORS and Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-3. These mitigation 
measures require the following: 

• Prior to demolition hazardous materials stored onsite and not required for 
continued operation of the facility shall be inventoried, packaged, 
removed, and disposed; 

• Buildings or equipment to be demolished containing lead based paint or 
asbestos shall be either decontaminated or encapsulated prior to 
removal from the Project site and disposed; 

• Contaminated soil encountered during demolition activities shall be 
handled, removed, and disposed in accordance with the Project’s Soil 
Management Plan (included in the Draft EIR as Appendix E). 

• Activities such as Project demolition that would disturb potentially 
hazardous materials are subject to numerous LORS. These LORS include a 
range of regulatory required practices intended to protect workers, the 
public, and the environment from possible exposure from hazardous 
materials including but not limited to petroleum impacted soils and 
asbestos or lead-containing materials. These LORS in accordance with, 
which Project demolition would be implemented, are summarized in 
Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR states that all equipment and buildings would be removed, which 
includes the Unit 1 through 5 boilers, condensers, steam turbine generators, and 
all other equipment and structures except for the floor of the boiler structure and 
the piles under the floor. The Draft EIR further states that the concrete oil 
containment vessels located under four of the five existing cooling towers would 
be removed and the area around these vessels would be tested and mitigated 
as provided for in the Soil Management Plan. The EIR also states that demolition 
will include the removal of concrete fill underground tanks and removal of 
existing pipelines know to contain oil. 

The Draft EIR in Section 3.2.5 further clarifies that demolition activity would be the 
removal of all buildings and equipment from the site, other than the existing Unit 
9. The Draft EIR further states that areas containing asbestos or lead paint would 
be cordoned off and secured such that non-protected workers would not be 
able to enter the area and no dust would be able to leave the area. Asbestos- 
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and lead paint-containing articles would be removed by California certified and 
appropriately protected asbestos abatement professionals. 

The Draft EIR in Section 3.2.5 identifies where waste materials generated during 
Project demolition would likely be disposed in accordance with the applicable 
LORS. The number of truckloads of material, both hazardous and non-hazardous, 
have been estimated and are included in the Draft EIR traffic studies. 

L977-19 Please refer to Topical Response No. 10 and Response to Comment L959-15. The 
commenter also states that in the event of a magnitude 7.0 or larger quake, 
ground movement would be enough to sever gas pipes that could result in 
explosions, fires, etc. The Project would be designed and constructed with 
modern seismic design standards to provide for movement during such an event 
without resulting in causing damage to the piping on the site. 

As for the possibility of a gas pipeline elsewhere in the City or outside the City 
being damaged or severed during a seismic event, such an occurrence is not 
associated with the Project and an analysis of other gas pipelines is not required 
to be included in the Draft EIR.  

L977-20 The commenter claims that clean energy and demand management 
alternatives have not been adequately studied and that the selection of the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative is improper.  Please refer to Topical Response 
Nos. 3, 4, 5 and 7 and Response to Comment Nos. L298-47 and L298-87. 

L977-21 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-21 and L298-22 and Topical 
Response No. 7. 

L977-22 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Draft EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 15. 

L977-23 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR inappropriately excluded analysis of 
environmental justice impacts and that the Project initial study utilized a flawed 
methodology to consider environmental justice impacts. The Project initial study 
appropriately determined that Glendale does not fit the criteria for designation 
as an environmental justice community and therefore environmental justice 
impacts did not need to be evaluated further in the Draft EIR. As described in 
Topical Response No. 12, even utilizing the methodology suggested by the 
commenter, the neighborhoods located closest to the Project site also do not 
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meet the criteria for designation as environmental justice communities. Lastly, the 
CalEnviroScreen tool was prepared for different purposes and using different 
methodologies than environmental justice analyses under CEQA, and the area’s 
designation by CalEPA for the purposes of Senate Bill 535 does not change the 
analysis. For further information, please refer to Topical Response No. 12. 

L978 – Response to Comments from Gina Camp, dated November 20, 2017 

L978-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L978-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L978-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L979 – Response to Comments from Gina Camp, dated November 20, 2017 

L979-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L979-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L979-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L980 – Response to Comments from Gina Del Grosso, dated November 20, 2017 

L980-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L980-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L980-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L981 – Response to Comments from Glenn Garland, dated November 20, 2017 

L981-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L981-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L982 – Response to Comments from Haikaz V., dated November 20, 2017 

L982-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L982-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L982-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 
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L982-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L982-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L982-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L983 – Response to Comments from Hana Ardelean, dated November 20, 2017 

L983-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L983-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L984 – Response to Comments from Hank Scheetz., dated November 20, 2017 

L984-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L984-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 5. 

L984-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L984-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L985 – Response to Comments from Hans Ganther, dated November 20, 2017 

L985-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L985-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).    

L985-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L985-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails).  

L986 – Response to Comments from Heather Matula, dated November 20, 2017 

L986-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L986-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L986-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L987 – Response to Comments from Heather McCallum, dated November 20, 2017 

L987-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L987-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L988 – Response to Comments from Heather McCallum, dated November 20, 2017 

L988-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L988-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L989 – Response to Comments from Heidi Miller, dated November 20, 2017 

L989-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L989-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L989-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L990 – Response to Comments from Helen L. Glavey, dated November 20, 2017 

L990-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L990-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L991 – Response to Comments from Helene Kress, dated November 20, 2017 

L991-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L991-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L992 – Response to Comments from Jack Cusumano, dated November 20, 2017 

L992-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L992-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L992-3 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L298-65 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1 and 8. 

L992-4 Please refer to Topical Response No 1, 2, and 3. 

L992-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L992-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L993 – Response to Comments from Jacob Robinson, dated November 20, 2017 

L993-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L993-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L993-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L994 – Response to Comments from James Eowan, dated November 20, 2017 

L994-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L994-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 8 and 10. 

L994-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1,5, 8 and 9. 

L994-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2, 3 and 8. 

L994-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15. 

L995 – Response to Comments from Jamie Sperling, dated November 20, 2017 

L995-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L995-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L996 – Response to Comments from Jana Lanigan, dated November 20, 2017 

L996-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, 8, 9, and 14. 

L996-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L996-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L996-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L997 – Response to Comments from Jason Moss, dated November 20, 2017 

L997-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L997-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L998 – Response to Comments from Javeed, dated November 20, 2017 

L998-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L998-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, and 9. 

L998-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L998-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L999 – Response to Comments from Jean-Charles Galiana, dated November 20, 2017 

L999-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L999-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 
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L999-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

9.1.3.11 1000 through 1099 

L1000 – Response to Comments from Jennifer Bautista, dated November 20, 2017 

L1000-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1000-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1001 – Response to Comments from Jens Lindgren, dated November 20, 2017 

L1001-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1001-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1001-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1002 – Response to Comments from Joan Hardie, dated November 20, 2017 

L1002-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L1003 – Response to Comments from Joan Zierhut, dated November 20, 2017 

L1003-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1003-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1004 – Response to Comments from Joel Almquist, dated November 20, 2017 

L1004-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1004-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1004-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L1004-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L1004-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1005 – Response to Comments from Johanna Shapiro, dated November 20, 2017 

L1005-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1005-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 5 and 8. 

L1005-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1006 – Response to Comments from Jon Goodman, dated November 20, 2017 

L1006-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1006-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1006-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L1007 – Response to Comments from Jonathan Craven, dated November 20, 2017 

L1007-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1007-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1007-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L1007-4  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1008 – Response to Comments from Jonathan Cruz, dated November 20, 2017 

L1008-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1008-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1008-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1009 – Response to Comments from Jordan Balderson, dated November 20, 2017 

L1009-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1009-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1010 – Response to Comments from Jose Huizar, Councilmember 14th District, City of Los 
Angeles, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1010-1 The comment expresses concern that analysis of the Project is improperly 
segregated from the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project located at 
the Scholl Canyon Landfill and does not adequately consider related impacts. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 that discusses the Project’s relationship to 
the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR analyzes 
potential cumulative impacts of the Grayson Repowering Project. To assess 
cumulative impacts, the City considered incremental effects of the Project in 
connection with effects from past, current, and probable future projects that may 
result in similar impacts. This cumulative impact analysis included the proposed 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project and determined that the Project would 
not result in cumulatively significant environmental impacts. 

L1010-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s concern for potential impacts 
to the Los Angeles River, Verdugo Wash, and riparian habitat as well as possible 
conflicts with future restoration downstream of the power plant contemplated by 
Alternative 20 in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ARBOR Study93.  

Potential water quality impacts of the Project, which were determined to be less 
than significant, are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR. The Project would 
use recycled water from existing connections with the City’s recycled water 
system for all process and cooling water requirements. Recycled water would be 
delivered from the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant to the 
Grayson Power Plant through an existing pipeline. Not all the recycled water 
delivered to the Project would be consumed by operational processes and a 
portion of the water would be returned directly to the reclamation plant via the 
sewer system for treatment. There would be no discharge of process and cooling 
waters from the power plant site to the Los Angeles River or Verdugo Wash. 

Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR also analyzes the Project’s potential water quality 
impact associated with introducing pollutants into stormwater that then flow into 
the Verdugo Wash and/or Los Angeles River. The Project would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System program and Chapter 13.29 (Stormwater and Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Control and Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan) of 
the Glendale Municipal Code. This includes a requirement to prepare and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that incorporates best 
management practices that control pollutant discharges. 

Project design includes drainage and stormwater retention/treatment facilities 
that would meet all applicable effluent discharge standards set by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board before discharging to the Verdugo Wash and the 

                                                      
93 Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report, September 2015, 
http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Missions/Civil-Works/Projects-Studies/Los-Angeles-River-Ecosystem-Restoration/ 
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Los Angeles River through the existing stormwater outfalls. The proposed 
stormwater capture, treatment, and infiltration system would result in improved 
drainage conditions and stormwater runoff quality, compared to existing site 
conditions. Based on the improvements to the facility’s stormwater management 
systems proposed as part of the Project, impacts related to water quality and 
stormwater discharge were determined to be less than significant. These 
improvements could result in a beneficial impact to water quality in the Los 
Angeles River and Verdugo Wash. The Initial Study included in Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR correspondingly determined there would be no impact to biological 
resources, including riparian habitat in the Los Angeles River and Verdugo Wash 
from the Project.  

The Project is limited to repowering the existing Grayson Power Plant within the 
existing power plant boundary in an industrial zoned parcel. The Project would 
not result in extending the boundary or perimeter of the existing power plant site 
nor does it involve the construction of new off-site infrastructure such as 
transmission lines or pipelines. The Project would therefore not impede or interfere 
with Alternative 20 of the ARBOR Study. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 
L319-5. 

L1010-3 The comment expresses concern that the Project commits Glendale to an over-
reliance on fossil fuels and the Draft EIR should evaluate a lower generation 
capacity power plant that incorporates landfill gas at the Grayson site. 

The purpose and need for the Project are included in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR, 
which includes but is not limited to facilitating compliance with renewable 
energy supply regulations mandated by the Renewable Portfolio Standard 
requirements. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.  

Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR does evaluate lower capacity power plant 
alternatives (the 150 MW Alternative and the 200 MW Alternative). These 
alternatives did not evaluate combusting landfill gas at the Grayson site after the 
repowering project as it is not feasible for the following reasons: 

• Installation of an emissions control system on the existing generation units 
that can combust landfill gas, if feasible, would be cost-prohibitive, 
particularly on generation units that are already beyond design lifespans, 
experiencing increasing mechanical failures, and are becoming more 
difficult to repair due to the lack of available parts; 

• Pending South Coast Air Quality Management District rule development 
are expected to result in change in rules and regulations that would 
prohibit continued operation of the existing generation units at Grayson 
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that are capable of combusting landfill gas (Units 3, 4, and 5), even if 
equipped with emissions control systems; 

• Combusting landfill gas at the Grayson site would result in continued 
operation and maintenance of the five and a half-mile long pipeline 
currently used to transfer landfill gas where it is generated and collected 
at the Scholl Canyon Landfill to the Grayson Power Plant. Combusting the 
landfill gas at the Scholl Canyon Landfill allows for decommissioning of this 
pipeline and reduces the public safety concerns associated with gas 
pipeline safety hazards compared to the Project; and 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District policies would result in higher 
costs should new landfill gas combustion sources be located away from 
the landfill. 

The analysis of alternatives in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR was prepared consistent 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15126.6). 

L1010-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion that the City of 
Glendale should not need the proposed amount of gas-fueled baseload power 
from the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis 
or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 5. 

L1010-5 The comment claims there would be an increase in pollution and waste from 
combusting landfill gas at the Scholl Canyon Landfill compared to combusting it 
at the Grayson Power Plant and that both projects should be analyzed as one 
project. Commenter claims incorrectly that using the more efficient Grayson 
facility would provide 38% more power from landfill gas than if it is burned at the 
landfill. This is incorrect. The new facilities proposed for Grayson would not be 
capable of combusting landfill gas. The Grayson Repowering Project does not 
include combusting landfill gas at the Grayson Power Plant and therefore the 
Draft EIR does not evaluate potential environmental impacts of combusting 
landfill gas. Potential environmental impacts of combusting landfill gas for 
electricity generation at the Scholl Canyon Landfill is being evaluated as part of 
the environmental review of the proposed Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
pursuant with the requirements of CEQA. Please refer to Topical Response No. 11, 
and Response to Comment No. L1010-1 above. 

L1010-6 This comment asserts that the Grayson Repowering Project and Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project should be analyzed as one project. Please refer 
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to Topical Response No. 11 and Response to Comment Nos. L1010-1 and L1010-5 
above. 

L1010-7 The commenter claims that the cumulative impact analysis is superficial and 
inadequate. The cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR was 
prepared consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15130). Please refer to Topical Response No. 
11.  The Scholl Canyon Landfill is permitted to accept construction debris and has 
limits on tons per day that can be deposited at the landfill.  Any construction 
debris from Grayson would only be accepted at the landfill within the tons per 
day limit.  The commenter refers to Section 4.11.5 of the Draft EIR discussion on 
cumulative impacts pertaining to Geology and Soils, but the commenter’s 
concerns address ambient air quality.  The Draft EIR Cumulative Impact analysis 
for Air Quality is in Section 4.11.4 not Section 4.11.5.  However, since it is possible 
that the commenter thought 4.11.5 was a page number reference and not a 
section number reference, a response to the comment is provided.  The 
commenter cites to Section 4.11.5 which states that “The Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project, which consists of constructing a new power generation 
facility at Scholl Canyon Landfill, may be the closest project that can cause 
significant contribution to the ambient air quality and health risk. However, the 
project location is approximately five and a half miles east of the Grayson power 
plant. Emissions from both projects are not expected to have cumulative impact 
toward ambient air quality standards and public health, given their distance from 
each other”.  The commenter believes that the Draft EIR is inherently flawed for 
reaching the conclusion that significant separation between separate projects 
(both of which are determined to have less than significant air quality impacts) 
would not cumulative result in significant air quality impacts. 

As noted in Topical Response No. 11, the Biogas Renewable Generation Project 
and the Grayson Repowering Project are considered distinct facilities under the 
common practice of the California Energy Commission (“CEC”). As reflected in 
staff analyses and CEC practice, the CEC uses a “two-mile” analysis to assess 
whether facilities should be treated as one facility, or distinct facilities, for 
purposes of determining CEC jurisdiction. The Biogas Project and the Grayson 
Repowering Project are located approximately 5.5 miles from one another and 
are therefore not the same “facility” according to CEC practices.  

L1010-8 This comment claims that the Draft EIR is inadequate, should incorporate the 
Biogas Renewable Generation Project, further analyze potential impacts to 
biological resources in the Los Angeles River/Verdugo Wash, and reconsider a 
perceived over-commitment to fossil fuels. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 
1, 2, 3, 11, and responses L1010-1 through L1010-7 above. 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.612 

 

L1011 – Response to Comments from Juan Pablo Albán, dated November 20, 2017 

L1011-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1011-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L1011-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 
3, and 8. 

L1011-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Responses Nos. 2, 3, and 8. 

L1011-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1012 – Response to Comments from Judy Reilly and Robert Brousseau, dated November 20, 
2017 

L1012-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1012-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, and 5. 

L1012-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 
9, and 14. 

L1012-4 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-65 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 
and 3. 

L1012-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7. 

L1012-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L298-65. 

L1013 – Response to Comments from Juleen Exum, dated November 20, 2017 

L1013-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1013-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1014 – Response to Comments from Kaitlin McKeown, dated November 20, 2017 

L1014-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L1014-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1014-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16. (Third Set of Emails). 

L1014-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L1014-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L1015 – Response to Comments from Karrell Heap, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1015-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1015-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1015-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1016 – Response to Comments from Kat Olson, dated November 20, 2017 

L1016-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1016-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1016-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1017 – Response to Comments from Kate Hackett, dated November 20, 2017 

L1017-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1017-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1017-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L1018 – Response to Comments from Kathleen Unger, dated November 20, 2017 

L1018-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L100-2. 

L1018-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1018-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 1, 4, 5, and 7. 

L1019 – Response to Comments from Katy Tafoya, dated November 20, 2017 

L1019-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1019-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L1019-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1020 – Response to Comments from Kellie Dancho, dated November 20, 2017 

L1020-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1020-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1020-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 7. 

L1021 – Response to Comments from Kelly Dietzen, dated November 20, 2017 

L1021-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  
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L1021-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1021-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1022 – Response to Comments from Kelly Whitworth, dated November 20, 2017 

L1022-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1022-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, 5, and 8.  

L1023 – Response to Comments from Kim Harrison Eowan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1023-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1023-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 10. 

L1023-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 8 and 9. 

L1023-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1023-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  

L1024 – Response to Comments from Kimberley Henderson, dated November 20, 2017 

L1024-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1024-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L1025 – Response to Comments from Kimberley Moss, dated November 20, 2017 

L1025-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1025-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1026 – Response to Comments from Kristine Isayan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1026-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1026-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1027 – Response to Comments from Lusine Mailyan Mendoza, dated November 20, 2017 

L1027-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, and 8. 

L1028 – Response to Comments from Larry Moorehouse, dated November 20, 2017 

L1028-1 The commenter generally questions the statement that the existing Units 1-5 and 
Units A, B, and C are facing an urgent need for replacement and the statement 
that the proposed repowering must go ahead immediately. The commenter 
offers no support for his challenge. The EIR explains that the units are far beyond 
their retirement age and well beyond their useful life. Maintenance has become 
frequent, costly, and ineffective. The Units other than Unit 9 are expected to fail 
by the early 2020s. The issues raised in this comment are addressed in Section 2.3 
of the Draft EIR and Topical Response Nos. 3 and 6. 

L1028-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. Over the years, the City has undertaken 
several studies to determine what would need to be done, and at what cost, to 
keep the power plant in operation. For example:  
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• In May of 2004, the City published a study entitled “Grayson Power Plant 
Betterment/ Life Extension Study.” The study was authored by Larry 
Moorehouse and edited by Robert Baker of Edison Electric. The purpose of 
the study was “to determine the viability of operating and extending the 
life of all of the units at the Grayson Power Plant94.” The study “noted that 
all of the existing units (except Unit 9) are now in extended operation 
mode.”95  The study provided a 10-year life extension plan, at a cost of 
approximately $23.4 Million for the Grayson Power Plant.  Since that time, 
many of the recommended life extension betterments have been 
completed. The study concluded that, compared to the Magnolia Power 
Plant and Unit 9, the heat rates of the older units are much higher, and 
“recommended that an economic study should be made to determine if 
the expenditure for the next 10 years can be allocated, instead, to 
building new and more efficient units96.” It should be noted that is now 
nearly 14 years since the study for the 10-year life extension plan was 
prepared. 

• In 2007, Black and Veatch prepared a report for the City entitled 
“Glendale Water and Power Grayson Power Plant Project Studies. The 
report noted that, while “the equipment appears to be in good condition 
especially considering its age”, except for Unit 9, “most of the equipment 
is well past its design life.”  The report predicted that, “[w]ith increasing 
age, it is expected that the availability of the equipment for service will 
decrease with a corresponding increase in the frequency and duration of 
planned and forced outage. Additionally, obsolescent of equipment, with 
the associated unavailability of replacement parts, will likely become 
more of a problem requiring increased capital expenditures. Deterioration 
of equipment due to age will likely result in increased O&M [operation 
and maintenance] costs.”   Black and Veatch recommended that GWP 
retire old units and add new units at Grayson power plant considering 
various factors such as LFG [landfill gas] issues, air emissions and offsets, 
load demand, estimated plant performance, and cost.” 

• In 2013, the City retained Science Applications International Corporation 
(SAIC) to prepare a report entitled “City of Glendale Water and Power 
Generation Options for the Grayson Power Plant.” The report evaluated 
nine options for Grayson, and two of the options (options 8 and 9) in more 
detail.  Those options were: (1) continued operation of Grayson; (2) retiring 

                                                      
94 Page 4. 
 
95 Id. 
 
96 Id. 
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boiler units 2, 3 and 5, and leaving the rest of the plant as-is; (3) 
decommissioning units 2, 3 and 5 and adding two new combined cycle 
turbines; (3) decommissioning units 2, 3 and 5 and replacing the boilers 
with three new simple cycles and one new combined cycle turbine; (6) 
decommission units 3, 4 and 5, treating the landfill gas to burn in the units, 
and adding a combined cycle turbine; (7) retiring units 2, 3 and 5, treating 
the landfill gas to meet pipeline quality, and piping the landfill gas to the 
Magnolia power plant in Burbank; (8) keeping Grayson in operation until 
2025, then decommissioning all units other than Unit 9 and installing three 
new simple cycle units and two new combined cycle units; and (9) 
decommissioning all units other than Unit 9 in 2013, installing three new 
simple cycle units and two combined cycle units to be placed into service 
by 2015.  SAIC evaluated options 8 and 9 in detail.  SAIC noted that 
“Option 8 would run the existing generation for another 12 years [until 
2025] which is considered to be a `stretch’ goal for the existing plant.” 
Based upon its high-level evaluation of the cost of Option 8 (repowering in 
2025) and Option 9 (repowering by 2015), “delayed repowering would not 
be as beneficial as repowering the Grayson facility in 2015.”. 

• In 2014, Glendale Water & Power presented a report to the Glendale City 
Council regarding potential capital improvements needed at the 
Grayson Power Plant. GWP staff evaluated the value of completing some 
of the planned capital improvement projects and recommended 
proceeding with the listed work based on benefits and mitigation of risks. 
The focus of this recommendation was to keep Units 4 and 8A/B-C 
(including steam turbine-generators #1 & #2) viable in the short-term. 

L1028-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. The commenter appears to be confusing 
the Unit 3 boiler and the Unit 3 generator. Unit 3 is no longer operational because 
of an issue with the headers in the boiler. The Unit 3 boiler lower water wall 
headers had cracks and repairs were made. The repairs failed as welding 
propagated the cracks in the metal. The header material is too old and is 
unrepairable. Due to these issues with the boiler, steam cannot be created which 
means that the generator cannot produce energy. Unit 3 was commissioned in 
1953, and is now 64 years old. The commenter’s claim that the Unit can last 
another 30 to 40 years is opinion that is unsupported by facts.  

L1028-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 6. The commenter is incorrect in stating that 
the Unit 4 boiler was completely rebuilt, but that rebuild was in 2004, which is 14 
years ago. Unit 4 was overhauled in 2004 and various new equipment (automatic 
voltage regulator, boiler management system, woodward governor, turbine-
generator monitoring system, generator hydrogen analyzer) installed over the 
years. In 2014, the Unit 4 boiler tubes failed twice during operations. Tube failures 
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occurred in the area below the bull nose. The failed tubes were replaced in April 
of 2015 at a cost of $127,800. During the repair of the failed tubes, inspections 
were made on the entire tube bank, and additional tubes were identified as likely 
to fail during operations. Therefore, in the summer of 2015, additional repairs were 
made to the water wall tubes, up to the drum nozzle connection. Those repairs 
were completed in July of 2016. Six months later, a roof tube failed causing 
damage to the boiler casing. Following inspection, the failed tube was replaced, 
and the boiler casing was repaired. The work was completed in August of 2017 
and the Unit was put back in service. The total cost of the Unit # 4 water wall 
tubes replacement, ensuing tube failure, and casing repairs amounted to 
approximately $4,550,000.  

GWP has invested in repairs to Unit 4 because it has higher emissions limits than 
Units 3 and 5 (therefore allowing more boiler operating hours). Notwithstanding 
the investments GWP has made to keep Unit 4 in operation, the benefit is not 
being realized. From the spring of 2015 through August of 2015, Unit 4 was only in 
service for six months. Given the age and condition of the Unit 4, as well as the 
other Units, expensive capital improvements and maintenance projects can no 
longer be justified.  

L1028-5 CEQA does not require a lead agency to consider every alternative 
recommended or demanded by commenters. This comment is acknowledged 
and will be included in the Final EIR for the decision-makers’ consideration as part 
of the City’s deliberations of the Project. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 
and 6.  

L1028-6 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. The City has not spent money to hire a 
consultant to study the possibility of installing solar at the Scholl Canyon Landfill, 
because a utility solar developer (Skylar) has already independently concluded 
that it is not feasible. In 2015, the City entered into an exclusive negotiating 
agreement with Skylar for them to study the possibility of installing solar at Scholl 
Canyon Landfill and other potential locations within the City. Skylar concluded 
that the site is not feasible for solar development and did not find any other sites 
viable for a utility scale solar project.  Please see the conclusion of that analysis at 
Appendix XX of this Final EIR.  

If solar development at the site were determined to be feasible, that developer 
would be in a position to enter into a power purchase agreement with the City, 
and would be unlikely to reject the opportunity.  The City has not been 
approached by any other third-party developers seeking to develop the Scholl 
Canyon Landfill as a solar site. Additionally, the Scholl Canyon Landfill site would 
not generate sufficient energy to offset the City’s need for the Project. 
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L1028-7 The Scholl Canyon Landfill gas pipeline is currently permitted and meets 
regulatory requirements. The pipeline and its proposed decommissioning is not 
part of this Project.  The commenter is referred to the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the Biogas Renewable Generation Project. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 11.  

L1028-8 Glendale has two interconnection points to the outside, one at Air Way 
Substation (interconnection with LADWP), and a second at the Western Receiving 
Station (Glendale’s interconnection point to Burbank and the Magnolia Power 
Plant). GWP continues to evaluate the need for a second substation/switchyard 
as part of its annual capital improvement budget; however, a new 
substation/switchyard is not needed to repower the Grayson Power Plant and is 
not proposed as part of the Project. Accordingly, this comment does not relate to 
environmental impacts associated with the Project, but rather is a general 
comment regarding GWP’s overall transmission system. As noted above, GWP will 
continue to evaluate the need for a second substation/switchyard within its 
transmission system to enhance reliability. 

L1028-9 The comment does not relate to the environmental impacts of the Project. The 
General Manager, Stephen Zurn, is in charge of the power plant and will continue 
to oversee the repowering effort just as he did during Mr. Abueg’s tenure at the 
City. Mr. Abueg, former Chief Assistant General Manager, has retired from the 
City of Glendale. 

L1029 – Response to Comments from Laura Mannino, dated November 20, 2017 

L1029-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1029-2 is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the City of 
Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or 
CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1029-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1029-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

L1030 – Response to Comments from Lia Caprara, dated November 20, 2017 

L1030-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1030-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 5 and 8. 

L1030-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1031 – Response to Comments from Lisa Williams, dated November 20, 2017 

L1031-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1031-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L1031-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1032 – Response to Comments from Lisa Zlotnick, dated November 20, 2017 

L1032-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1032-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1032-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1033 – Response to Comments from Liz Phang, dated November 20, 2017 

L1033-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1033-2  Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1033-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1034 – Response to Comments from Lorena Hueso, dated November 20, 2017 

L1034-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1034-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1035 – Response to Comments from Loretta De Lange, dated November 20, 2017 

L1035-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1035-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1036 – Response to Comments from Lori and Angelo Ghailian, dated November 20, 2017 

L1036-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1036-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1036-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1037 – Response to Comments from Lou Slimp, dated November 20, 2017 

L1037-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1037-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1037-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1038 – Response to Comments from Lucy and Nancy Walker, dated November 20, 2017 

L1038-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L1038-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1038-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1039 – Response to Comments from Lucy Wang, dated November 20, 2017 

L1039-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1039-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1039-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1040 – Response to Comments from Lusine Mailyan Mendoza, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1040-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, and 8. 

L1041 – Response to Comments from Lydia Szamraj, dated November 20, 2017 

L1041-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1041-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1041-3  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1041-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1042 – Response to Comments from Mr. and Mrs. B. D. Trout, dated November 20, 2017 

L1042-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1042-2 Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L298-63 and L977-9 and Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 

L1042-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1043 – Response to Comments from Lydia Brown-Trout, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1043-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1043-2  Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L1043-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1043-4  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1044 – Response to Comments from Mandy Novo-Lake, dated November 20, 2017 

L1044-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1044-2  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1044-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1045 – Response to Comments from Manijeh Carmichael, dated November 20, 2017 

L1045-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1045-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1046 – Response to Comments from Mariah Pringle, dated November 20, 2017 

L1046-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1046-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1047 – Response to Comments from Maria Schneider, dated November 20, 2017 

L1047-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1047-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L1047-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1048 – Response to Comments from Marietta Probst, dated November 20, 2017 

L1048-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1048-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1048-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1049 – Response to Comments from Marine Kardzhyan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1049-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1049-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L1049-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1050 – Response to Comments from Allison Panelli, dated November 20, 2017 

L1050-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1050-2  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1050-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1051 – Response to Comments from Martin Schlageter, dated November 20, 2017 

L1051-1 Thank you for your transmittal of comment letter No. 1010 from Council Member 
José Huizar, dated November 20, 2017. Please refer to Response to Comments 
L1010. 

L1052 – Response to Comments from M. Asadoorian, dated November 20, 2017 

L1052-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1052-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1052-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1053 – Response to Comments from Mary Ashley, dated November 20, 2017 

L1053-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1053-2  Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 
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L1053-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1054 – Response to Comments from Matt Zunich, dated November 20, 2017 

L1054-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1054-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1055 – Response to Comments from Megan Kreiner, dated November 20, 2017 

L1055-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1055-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1056 – Response to Comments from Meghan L. Noble, dated November 20, 2017 

L1056-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1056-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1056-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1056-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.630 

 

L1056-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1057 – Response to Comments from Melissa Harper, dated November 20, 2017 

L1057-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1057-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, and 8. 

L1057-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1058 – Response to Comments from Melissa Seley, dated November 20, 2017 

L1058-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1058-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1059 – Response to Comments from Mike Allen, dated November 20, 2017 

L1059-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 5, 7 and 10. 

L1059-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. L977-9 and Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L1059-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

L1060 – Response to Comments from Michael Rosetti, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1060-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1060-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5. 

L1060-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1061 – Response to Comments from Michael Siegel, dated November 20, 2017 

L1061-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1061-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also see 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

L1061-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1062 – Response to Comments from Michele Miskovich, dated November 20, 2017 

L1062-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1062-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1063 – Response to Comments from Michele Scott, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1063-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1063-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8. 

L1063-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1064 – Response to Comments from Michelle Vega, dated November 20, 2017 

L1064-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 8, 9, and 15.  

L1065 – Response to Comments from Mikael Genachte-Le Bail, dated November 20, 2017 

L1065-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1065-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1065-3 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1066 – Response to Comments from Mike Lozano, dated November 20, 2017 

L1066-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1066-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1066-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 
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L1067 – Response to Comments from Monica, Nicholas, Stavros, and Thanos Karalis, dated 
November 20, 2017 

L1067-1 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1067-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1067-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1068 – Response to Comments from Nancy Walker, dated November 20, 2017 

L1068-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1068-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1069 – Response to Comments from Natalie Smyka, dated November 20, 2017 

L1069-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1069-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1069-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1070 – Response to Comments from Nathan Cole, dated November 20, 2017 

L1070-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
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analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1070-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L1070-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1071 – Response to Comments from Nellie Kepenyan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1071-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1071-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1072 – Response to Comments from Ngoc and John Moynahan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1072-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1072-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1072-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1073 – Response to Comments from Nicole O’Connell, dated November 20, 2017 

L1073-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1073-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 
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L1073-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1074 – Response to Comments from Noelle McCown, dated November 20, 2017 

L1074-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1074-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1074-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1075 – Response to Comments from Noosha Niv, dated November 20, 2017 

L1075-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1075-2  The 2.5 million gallon tank that will be used in the future to store recycled water 
as part of the Project is in fact an old oil storage tank that has not been used 
since the Grayson plant stopped burning oil as fuel for Units 1 thru 5 in the late 
1970's early 1980's.  It has not been used to store water or any other substance 
since that time.  At the time the City stopped using oil as a fuel, the tank was 
cleaned and abandoned as a operating tank for the plant.  As part of the 
Grayson Repowering Project, an integrity test was completed on the tank that 
demonstrated that the tank was suitable for use as a water storage tank for the 
project.  There has not been any underground water ever stored in the tank and 
therefore any possibly contaminated underground water with Chromium-6 was 
never stored in the tank. 

L1075-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 5, 8, and 9. 

L1075-4  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1076 – Response to Comments from Paolo deGuzman, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1076-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1076-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1076-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1076-4  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1076-5  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1076-6  Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1076-7  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1076-8  Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1077 – Response to Comments from PatLarryM@aol.com, dated November 20, 2017 

L1077-1 This is a general statement indicating that the commenter has questions 
regarding the Project. The commenter’s attached document was not received in 
this original email and was later forwarded by Mr. Dan Brotman. The attachment 
is included as comment L1028. Please refer to L1028 – Response to Comments 
from Larry Moorehouse, dated November 20, 2017. 

L1078 – Response to Comments from Paul Burke, dated November 20, 2017 

L1078-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 
and 4. 

L1079 – Response to Comments from Paula Kinsel, dated November 20, 2017 

L1079-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1079-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1080 – Response to Comments from Paula Simeon, dated November 20, 2017 

L1080-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1080-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15. 

L1080-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1080-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1080-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 5. 

L1080-6 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L1080-7 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1080-8 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
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consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L1081 – Response to Comments from Paulin Karamian, dated November 20, 2017 

L1081-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1081-2  Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1081-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1082 – Response to Comments from Peter McCown, dated November 20, 2017 

L1082-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1082-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1083 – Response to Comments from Pratima Schmidt, dated November 20, 2017 

L1083-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1083-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1083-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 4. 

L1084 – Response to Comments from Rachel Pringle, dated November 20, 2017 
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L1084-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, 8, and 9. 

L1084-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8. 

L1084-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1085 – Response to Comments from Ram Ambatipudi, dated November 20, 2017 

L1085-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1085-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3 and Response to Comment No. 
L298-80. With regard to the transmission projects mentioned by the commenter, 
none of those Projects provide a transmission path into Glendale.  Moreover, all of 
the referenced transmission projects (TRTP, Path 42, and Sunrise Powerlink) are 
either part of the CAISO-managed grid, or the Imperial Irrigation District Balancing 
Authority Area system.  Even if these transmission routes provided a physical path 
into Glendale – and they do not – the City could not access them because the 
City is part of the LADWP Balancing Authority Area. 

L1085-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and Topical Response Nos. 13 
and 14. 

L1085-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4 and 5 and Response to Comment Nos. 
L298-38 and L298-73.  

L1085-5 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 4, and 5.  

L1086 – Response to Comments from Ram Ambatipudi, dated November 20, 2017 

L1086-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 
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L1086-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1086-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1086-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1086-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1086-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1086-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1087 – Response to Comments from Randall Packer, dated November 20, 2017 

L1087-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1087-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L1087-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1088 – Response to Comments from Rashad Raisani, dated November 20, 2017 

L1088-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1088-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1088-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1089 – Response to Comments from Raymond and Kimiyo Pickler, dated November 20, 2017 

L1089-1This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference about) 
the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or 
CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s 
statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as 
part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1089-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 15.  
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L1089-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1090 – Response to Comments from Rebecca Almquist, dated November 20, 2017 

L1090-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1090-2  Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1090-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1090-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L1090-5 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L1090-6  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1091 – Response to Comments from Rebecca Valente, dated November 20, 2017 

L1091-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1091-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L1092 – Response to Comments from Reece Scelfo, dated November 20, 2017 

L1092-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1092-2  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Responses Nos. 8 and 9. 

L1092-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1093 – Response to Comments from Rick Bolton, dated November 20, 2017 

L1093-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1093-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5. 

L1093-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1094 – Response to Comments from Robert Farkas, dated November 20, 2017 

L1094-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. Please also refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1094-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, and 5.  

L1094-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L1094-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1094-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L1094-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 15.  
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L1094-7 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1095 – Response to Comments from Robin Harpster, dated November 20, 2017 

L1095-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1095-2  This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1095-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1096 – Response to Comments from Lorna Lopez, dated November 20, 2017 

L1096-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1096-2  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1097 – Response to Comments from Ron Sawyer, dated November 20, 2017 

L1097-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1097-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1097-3 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L1097-4 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8.  

L1097-5  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1098 – Response to Comments from Ryan Reilly, dated November 20, 2017 

L1098-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1098-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1098-3  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1099 – Response to Comments from Sara Quintanar, dated November 20, 2017 

L1099-1 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, 
and 9. 

9.1.3.12 1100 through 1133 

L1100 – Response to Comments from Sarah Finley, dated November 20, 2017 

L1100-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1100-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 
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L1100-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L1101 – Response to Comments from Satenique Squires, dated November 20, 2017 

L1101-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1101-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 8, and 9. 

L1101-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1102 – Response to Comments from Shannon Clark, dated November 20, 2017 

L1102-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1102-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1102-3  Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1103 – Response to Comments from Sherry St. Pierre, dated November 20, 2017 

L1103-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1103-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 
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L1103-3  Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1104 – Response to Comments from Sommer Yesenofski, dated November 20, 2017 

L1104-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1104-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16. (Third Set of Emails). 

L1104-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3 and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L1104-4 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 4, 5, and 16 (Third Set of Emails). 

L1105 – Response to Comments from Sophie Hamel, dated November 20, 2017 

L1105-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1105-2 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1106 – Response to Comments from Stella Grigoryan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1106-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1106-2 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1107 – Response to Comments from Steven Nancarrow of Walk Bike Glendale, dated November 
20, 2017 

L1107-1 The comment expresses concern that the Project would decrease access to the 
Los Angeles River and the Verdugo Arroyo and impact pollution levels in 
surrounding communities. 
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The Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) determined that the Project would 
have no impact on recreation. The Project is limited to repowering the existing 
Grayson Power Plant at its existing location and does not include a component 
that would decrease access to the Los Angeles River, Verdugo Arroyo, or nearby 
trails. Potential air quality and water quality impacts of the Project, which were 
determined to be less than significant, are discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.7 of the 
Draft EIR. Please also refer to Topical Response No. 8 and Response to Comment 
Nos. L319-3 through L319-12 and L1010-2. 

L1107-2 This comment claims that not enough research has been performed on the 
Project’s potential to impact Verdugo Wash, adjacent river communities, and 
wildlife, particularly from increased pollution levels. 

Potential water quality impacts of the Project, which were determined to be less 
than significant, are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR. The Project would 
use recycled water from existing connections with the City’s recycled water 
system for all process and cooling water requirements. Recycled water would be 
delivered from the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant to the 
Grayson Power Plant through an existing pipeline. Not all the recycled water 
delivered to the Project would be consumed by operational processes and a 
portion of the water would be returned directly to the reclamation plant via the 
sewer system for treatment. There would be no discharge of process and cooling 
waters from the power plant site to the Los Angeles River or Verdugo Wash. 

Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR also analyzes the Project’s potential water quality 
impact associated with introducing pollutants into stormwater that then flow into 
the Verdugo Wash and/or Los Angeles River. The Project would be constructed in 
accordance with applicable requirements of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System program and Chapter 13.29 (Stormwater and Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Control and Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan) of 
the Glendale Municipal Code. This includes a requirement to prepare and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that incorporate best 
management practices that control pollutant discharges. 

Project design includes drainage and stormwater retention/treatment facilities 
that would meet all applicable effluent discharge standards set by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board before discharging to the Verdugo Wash and the 
Los Angeles River through the existing stormwater outfalls. The proposed 
stormwater capture, treatment and infiltration system would result in improved 
drainage conditions and stormwater runoff quality compared to existing site 
conditions. Based on the improvements to the facility’s stormwater management 
systems proposed as part of the Project, impacts related to water quality and 
stormwater discharge were determined to be less than significant. These 



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  
GRAYSON REPOWERING PROJECT 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
March 1, 2018 

 9.648 

 

improvements could result in a beneficial impact to water quality in the Los 
Angeles River and Verdugo Wash. The Initial Study included in Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR correspondingly determined there would be no impact to sensitive 
wildlife in the Los Angeles River and Verdugo Wash from the Project. Please refer 
also to Response to Comment Nos. L319-3 through L319-12 and L1010-2 

1107-3 The comment expresses concern that the Project could impede proposed 
recreational uses or access to the trail and planned wetlands. Please refer to 
Response to Comment No. L1107-1. The Project is limited to repowering the 
existing Grayson Power Plant within the existing power plant boundary on an 
industrial zoned parcel. The Project would not result in extending the boundary or 
perimeter of the existing power plant site nor does it involve the construction of 
new off-site infrastructure such as transmission lines or pipelines. The Project would 
therefore not impede proposed recreational uses or access to the trail and 
planned wetlands. 

1107-4 The comment requests that alternatives be developed to address concerns for 
potential biological, recreation and water quality impacts. Alternatives to the 
Project are analyzed in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study (Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR) determined the Project would have no impacts to biological 
resources and recreation. Potential water quality impacts of the Project, which 
were determined to be less than significant, are discussed in Section 4.7 of the 
Draft EIR. As a result, the development and analysis of alternatives to reduce 
potentially significant biological, recreation and water quality impacts from the 
project was not necessary. Notably, some alternatives analyzed to reduce 
potential impacts of the Grayson Repowering Project would have greater 
impacts to biological resources and similar, if not greater potential impacts to 
recreation and water quality. 

L1108 – Response to Comments from Susan Dembowski, dated November 20, 2017 

L1108-1 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, and 15. 

L1108-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response No. 9. 

L1108-3 While providing reliable local generation, the Project would also facilitate the 
City’s import of renewable energy over existing transmission to assist in procuring 
50 percent of its electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030 
pursuant with Senate Bill 350. The Project would remain economically viable even 
were Senate Bill 100 passed, which would require 100 percent carbon-free 
electricity by 2045. Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and 
Topical Response Nos. 2, 3, and 5. 
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L1108-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 13, 14, and 15.  

L1109 – Response to Comments from Susan Goldberg, dated November 20, 2017 

L1109-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1109-2 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1110 – Response to Comments from Suzanne Wright, dated November 20, 2017 

L1110-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1110-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 9. 

L1110-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 5. 

L1110-4 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1111 – Response to Comments from Tanya Wilson, dated November 20, 2017 

L1111-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
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L1111-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1111-3  Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1111-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 15. 

L1112 – Response to Comments from Taryn Johnson, dated November 20, 2017 

L1112-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1112-2 Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1112-3  Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1113 – Response to Comments from Terri Murray, dated November 20, 2017 

L1113-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1113-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1113-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L1114 – Response to Comments from Thomas Grummt, dated November 20, 2017 

L1114-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, and 8.  

L1114-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1114-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1115 – Response to Comments from Tiffany Henschel, dated November 20, 2017 

L1115-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1115-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 3, 5, 8, and 9.  

L1115-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L1116 – Response to Comments from Topher Hughes, dated November 20, 2017 

L1116-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1116-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 5 and 8.  
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L1116-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1117 – Response to Comments from Trevor Jones, dated November 20, 2017 

L1117-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1117-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 8. 

L1117-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L1118 – Response to Comments from Ute Zapata, dated November 20, 2017 

L1118-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1118-2 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1119 – Response to Comments from Vera Santamaria, dated November 20, 2017 

L1119-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1119-2 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1120 – Response to Comments from Veronica Vargas, dated November 20, 2017 

L1120-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1120-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1120-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1121 – Response to Comments from Victor Archuletta, dated November 20, 2017 

L1121-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1121-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1121-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 9 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1121-4 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 10 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1121-5 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1121-6 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 3 and 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1121-7 Please refer to Topical Response No. 16 (Second Set of Emails). 

L1122 – Response to Comments from Viktoria Herberts, dated November 20, 2017 

L1122-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, and 8. 

L1122-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
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commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1122-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails).  

L1123 – Response to Comments from Virginia Pardo, dated November 20, 2017 

L1123-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1124 – Response to Comments from Wayne Watanuki, dated November 20, 2017 

L1124-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1124-2 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L968-3 and Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, 
and 5.  

L1124-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1125 – Response to Comments from William Chiu, dated November 20, 2017 

L1125-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1125-2 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

L1125-3 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, and 3.  

L1125-4 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, and 5.  

L1125-5 Please refer to Response to Comment No. L298-63 and L968-3 and and Topical 
Response No. 3. 

L1125-6 Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 15.  
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L1126 – Response to Comments from Youssef Ebrahim, dated November 20, 2017 

L1126-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1127 – Response to Comments from Zina Denevan, dated November 20, 2017 

L1127-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1127-2 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1128 – Response to Comments from Joanne Hedge, dated November 14, 2017 

L1128-1 This is a general comment providing information concerning Earthjustice and their 
opposition to the Project. The comment does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please also refer to Response to Comment No. L977-12 and Topical Response Nos. 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 13. 

L1129 – Response to Comments from Layla Kim, dated November 19, 2017 

L1129-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1129-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the proposed Project. 

L1129-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 
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L1130 – Response to Comments from Leah Paul, dated November 18, 2017 

L1130-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1130-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please also refer to 
Topical Response No. 8. 

L1130-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1131 – Response to Comments from Sara Lee, dated November 18, 2017 

L1131-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1131-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s life and connection to the 
City of Glendale. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the proposed Project. 

L1131-3 Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 1, 4, 5, 6, 15, and 16 (First Set of Emails). 

L1132 – Response to Comments from Jane Potelle, dated November 9, 2017 

L1132-1 The comment regarding opposition to the Project does not identify a specific 
environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance 
with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
For information regarding the relationship of the Project to the Biogas Renewable 
Generation Project please refer to Topical Response No. 11. 

L1133 – Response to Comments from Burt Culver, dated November 9, 2017 
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L1133-1 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project.  

L1133-2 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project.  The Draft EIR completed the required analysis of Project 
impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  See Topical Response Nos. 
8 and 9.  The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1133-3 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project.  The City Manager’s Office provided information to the 
commenter about air quality; however, that information is not the full response to 
public comments provided in the Final EIR.  The commenter’s statement is 
included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the 
City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1133-4 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1133-5 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter expresses an 
opinion concerning whether the public is reading the Draft EIR, and accuses the 
Lead Agency of hiding “stuff” in appendixes, awkwardly worded statements, and 
obfuscated facts.   The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the 
decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 15. 

L1133-6 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on -line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The comment does not 
identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR 
and compliance with CEQA and makes a statement that clarification would be 
put up. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-
maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. 

L1133-7 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  This commenter expresses an 
opinion about the length of the on-line article and wonders who the city is paying 
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to write it and questions the city’s budget.  The comment does not identify a 
specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and 
compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project. 

L1133-8 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter states that 
the final plant will be 33% larger in megawatt capacity, and expresses an opinion 
about why the city “can’t call it [the project] an expansion because they [the 
city] would get in trouble with the Air Resources Boards who approves rebuilding 
power plants with grandfathered pollution permits.”  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 8. The Air Resources Board does not have authority to approve or 
deny power plants. SCAQMD is air quality permitting agency with authority to 
issue air permits for the Project.   

SCAQMD does not distinguish between an expansion or other types of 
modifications to a permitted facility. The Project is not excluded from any 
SCAQMD requirements that would otherwise apply to the construction of a new 
facility or any modification to an existing facility. Topical Response No. 8 provides 
additional information regarding the SCAQMD New Source Review program, 
which applies to both new sources and modifications to existing facilities such as 
the Grayson Power Plant. 

L1133-9 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 2 and 3. The Unit 1 and Unit 2 steam turbines are supplied steam 
from Units 8A and 8BC.  Together, Units 1, 2, 8A and 8BC form two combined 
cycle units. The values shown in the IRP were then-current operating capabilities. 
In the case of Unit 4, for example, there was an issue with one of the pumps that 
was subsequently repaired. After the repair, Unit 4’s full capability was restored.  

L1133-10 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter is correct in 
stating that the new units are cleaner than the existing units. Consequently, the 
energy produced from Grayson will be produced more cleanly with the Project 
as compared to retaining the existing units. The amount of energy to be 
produced from Grayson is dependent upon the need to provide reserves or serve 
peak load and is the same whether the Project is implemented or not. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 8, which discusses why the City permitted more 
operation than GWP expects the plant to actually operate. Irrespective, it is in the 
City’s and the environment’s best interest to have more efficient and cleaner 
burning power generation equipment at Grayson. 
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L1133-11 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 6. 

L1133-12 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The City Council will consider 
the cost of the Project, and relative cost of the alternative projects, in 
determining whether to proceed with the Project. As stated in the “Frequently 
Asked Questions” on the City’s graysonrepowering.com website and reproduced 
in the comment, the cost of the Project is estimated at $500 Million, and GWP 
intends to recommend that the City Council finance the Project with municipal 
electric revenue bonds.   

It is a standard practice to finance long-term investments in City infrastructure 
through municipal bonds. The bonds would be tax-exempt and if such bonds are 
issued in the near term, are expected to be issued at favorable interest rates. 
Such revenue bonds would be issued in accordance with the requirements and 
procedures set forth in the Glendale City Charter.  The bond, its term, and the 
interest rate are publicly disclosed and considered by the City Council in 
determining whether to issue bonds. 

Based upon the City’s Cost of Service Study underway, the Project will not affect 
electric rates. For example, the Project will save the City the cost of purchasing 
reserves and ancillary services and firming and shaping services, will avoid the 
cost of purchasing expensive spot market power during the frequent unexpected 
outages, and will reduce the City’s maintenance costs for the aging plant. 
Additionally, as stated in Topical Response No. 3, within the next few years, 
SCAQMD requirements will require the plant to be retrofitted with expensive 
emissions reduction technology in order for it to operate, and without the Project, 
the City cannot continue to reliability serve GWP customers.    

Information regarding previous GWP and City bond issuances is published in the 
City’s annual financial report and posted on the City’s website at: 
http://www.glendaleca.gov/government/departments/finance/accounting/co
mprehensive-annual-financial-report-cafr-. For example, the debt information is 
available on page 69-74 of FY2017 report. 

L1133-13 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Currently, all of the biogas is 
burned at Grayson, which produces only 8 MW of power.  The remainder of the 
power produced by Grayson is from burning natural gas (which is the bulk of the 
power produced from Grayson), because the new units are more efficient, less 
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natural gas will be consumed to produce the same amount of energy. Please 
refer also to Topical Response Nos. 8, 9 and 11. 

L1133-14 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Commenter claims that GWP 
intends to maximize generation and sell excess power.  This claim is false.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment Nos. L959-5, L977-9, L 977-10 and L298-30, and 
Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

Regarding compliance with current and future Renewables Portfolio mandates, 
potential future Renewables Portfolio legislation, and concerns that the Project 
will become a stranded asset, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. L234-5, 
L298-2, L298-33, L298-40, L298-69, L298-76, L958-8, and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2 
and 16.  

Regarding bond financing, please refer to Response to Comment No. L1133-12 
and Topical Response No. 16. 

In response to commenter’s claim that only 200 MW of power are needed, please 
refer to Topical Response Nos. 2 and 3. 

L1133-15 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”. The comment does not identify 
a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and 
compliance with CEQA. The commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR 
for the decision-maker’s consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the 
Project.  

The City disagrees with the commenter’s unsupported claim that the Project is 
designed to generate revenue for the City’s budget. GWP is a municipal publicly 
owned utility, not a profit-based, investor-owned utility or merchant power plant. 
The Project is not designed or sized to sell energy to other parties; it is designed to 
meet the City’s needs. Please refer to Response to Comment No. L1133-14 and 
Topical Response No. 3. 

L1133-16 The comment quotes from page 1 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter poses 
questions concerning the cost to maintain the existing plant and makes 
statements concerning the Grayson Power Plant maintenance.  Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 3 and 6. 

L1133-17 The comment quotes from pages 1 and 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line 
article under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter makes 
statements about Glendale’s plan to purchase power during Project 
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construction, and wonders why the Project is necessary if the interim power 
purchases are enough.  The City never said the interim power purchases during 
Project construction will “be enough” to cover demand.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 3. 

L1133-18 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter is correct that 
Glendale is part of the LA Balancing Authority Area. The referenced contract with 
LADWP for “emergency situations” is a commitment on the part of LADWP for up 
to 80 MW of energy for up to 60 minutes. If the emergency were to persist longer 
than one hour, LADWP is under no obligation to continue providing the energy to 
Glendale and Glendale would be required to procure the replacement energy 
on its own, generate the replacement energy on its own, or resort to rolling 
blackouts.  The commenter is incorrect that Glendale currently contracts for 40 
MW of emergency power; in fact, Glendale has contracted for 80 MW of 
reserves: 40 MW of spinning reserves (available immediately) and 40 MW of non-
spinning reserves (available within 10 minutes). The cost estimate for 100 MW of 
reserves is irrelevant, as LADWP has committed to only 80 MW of reserves. Further, 
any pricing of reserves provided by LADWP would be for one hour of 
“emergency” energy, whereas the Project would ensure energy for as long as is 
needed (i.e., longer than just the one hour to which LADWP has committed), and 
at a lower cost than the purchase of emergency energy from LADWP. Further, 
under the terms of the City’s Balancing Authority Area Services Agreement with 
LADWP, when the City calls upon LADWP to provide reserves, GWP must pay for 
the energy in addition to the charge it has paid for the capacity to be available. 
Please refer to Topical Response No. 3. 

L1133-19 The comment quotes from page 2the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  This commenter agrees that it 
is a fact that 1 MW equals 1,000 kws of power. No further response is required. 

L1133-20 The comment quotes from the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article under City 
Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1, 2 
and 3.. 

L1133-21 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to the Response 
to Comment L1133-14 and Topical Response No. 2 and 3. 

L1133-22 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to the Response 
to Comment L1133-18 and Topical Response No. 3. 
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L1133-23 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3, 5, 6, and 7. 

L1133-24 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to the Response 
to Comment L1133-18 and Topical Response No. 3. 

L1133-25 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The analysis of alternatives in 
Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR was prepared consistent with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 
14, Section 15126.6).  Please refer to Topical Responses Nos. 4 and 5 for further 
information regarding Project alternatives, including consideration of a scaled-
back gas plant with additional storage.  With regard to the City’s consideration of 
solar, please refer to Section 5.2.3 of the Draft EIR and Topical Response No. 5. 
With regard to demand management and energy efficiency, please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. L298-19 through L298-22, L298-50 and L298-53 and 
Topical Response Nos. 2, and 7.   

Regarding the City’s ability to purchase reserves from the Balancing Authority, 
and the risks and limitations of that approach, please refer to Topical Response 
No. 3, and Response to Comment No. L1133-18. 

The City concurs that firming and shaping services can be purchased and that 
the City has executed a 21-year power purchase agreement that includes firming 
and shaping services. The contract will supply 40 to 60 MW per hour, 16 hours a 
day of firmed and shaped energy, of which at least 55% must be renewable and 
20% must be zero carbon energy. This contract, which will supply approximately 
21% of the City’s electrical load, is $150 Million more expensive than the 
estimated Project cost. Please refer to Topical Response Nos. 1 and 3. 

L1133-26 The comment quotes from pages 2-3 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The inclusion of rooftop solar 
as part of the Project was illustrated in the visual simulations (Figure 4.2) of the 
Draft EIR. The solar panels included on the roof on part of the power plant would 
produce approximately 0.5 MW of power, which is negligible with respect to the 
Project. With respect to the one resource area where the solar panels are 
relevant for analysis of environmental impacts, Aesthetics, the visual simulations at 
Figure 4-2 included the solar panels. The Project included room for a potential 
future Battery Energy Storage System on-site, but it is not currently proposed and is 
therefore not included as part of the Project. 
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L1133-27 The comment quotes from page 3 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L1133-10 and Topical Response Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 16. In its 
environmental analysis of the Project and Project Alternatives, the City has 
considered project need, project size, energy load, regulatory requirements, and 
the potential for changes in the Renewables Portfolio Standard. For the reasons 
stated in the Draft EIR, the Project remains necessary in order for the City to 
reliability meet the energy needs of GWP customers.  

The City disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of GWP as “slightly 
above the legal minimum” for Renewables Portfolio Standard compliance. SB 350 
established the following interim targets for renewable energy procurements: 

• 20% of retail sales by December 31, 2013 
• 25% of retail sales by December 31, 2016 
• 33% of retail sales by December 31, 2020 
• 40% of retail sales by December 31, 2024 
• 45% of retail sales by December 31, 2027 
• 50% of retail sales by December 31, 2030 

By 2016, GWP had already exceeded the renewables target for 2027 and is close 
to meeting the required target for 2030. GWP is compliant with the California 
Renewables Portfolio requirement, and the Project will neither preclude nor 
hinder GWP from continuing to meet Renewables Portfolio requirements in the 
future. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 959-8. 

Please refer also to Response to Comment Nos. L968-2 and L268-3 and Topical 
Response No. 9.  

L1133-28 The comment quotes from page 3 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”. The City of Glendale is in 
compliance with the Solar Rights Act. Please refer to Section 30.30.050 of the 
Glendale Municipal Code, among other sections. Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L298-41 and Topical Response No. 5. 

L1133-29 This comment states that a MWH equals 1,000 kW of electricity use for one hour. 
No response is required. 

L1133-30 The comment quotes from page 3 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  A Project alternative that 
would only convert the Grayson Power Plant to recycled water would not attain 
the Project objectives. The Draft EIR analyzed a reasonable range of Project 
alternatives. Please refer to Topical Response No. 4. 
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L1133-31 The comment quotes from page 2 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter expresses a 
personal opinion regarding the need to purchase GHG offsets and that they can 
be avoided if GWP relied upon other programs (battery, solar, energy efficiency 
and demand management). Avoided Cap-and-Trade costs, or any savings that 
could be connected with renewable energy, does not result in environmental 
impacts and therefore such potential cost savings are not required to be 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. L387-4, and 
Topical Response Nos. 1, 4, 5, 7, and 9. 

L1133-32 The comment quotes from page 5 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 10. 

L1133-33 The comment quotes from page 5 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 10. 

L1133-34 The comment quotes from page 3 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 5. 

L1133-35 The comment quotes from page 3 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 4 and 5 

L1133-36 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 5. 

L1133-37 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 5. 

L1133-38 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The City has and will continue 
to encourage and incentivize local solar and to pursue opportunities to expand 
local solar development. However, for the reasons stated in Topical Response No. 
5, the City cannot rely exclusively on solar generation on private property to 
supplant the Project. Since 2013, GWP has a feed-in-tariff program in place which 
functions like the “request for offer” that the commenter is proposing. Under that 
program, any developer may identify rooftop solar or other renewable sites within 
Glendale and lease the space the private owner. One hundred percent of the 
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energy is fed into the grid, and the developer is compensated for the solar 
power. To date, GWP’s program has no subscribers. Please also refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3, 5 and 7. 

L1133-39 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1 and 5. 

L1133-40 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 3 and 6. 

L1133-41 The comment quotes from the IRP.  Please refer to Response to Comment L925-2. 

L1133-42 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L1133-18 and Topical Response Nos. 3, 4, and 15. 

Commenter claims that Stantec’s main engineers for the Project have no 
renewable experience, and that Stantec completed the EIR for Keystone 
Pipeline, showing the need to find renewable power experts. The commenter is 
not correct. Stantec, including professionals working on the EIR for the Project, are 
experienced working on renewable energy projects.  

It should be noted that the Draft EIR does not provide resumes for “main 
engineers”, nor does CEQA require resumes within the EIR. The only resumes 
included within the Draft EIR are found attached to and associated with the 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA). As conformance with the 
requirements of American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Designation E 
1527-13, the team that supports the Phase I ESA are required to submit a resume 
with relevant to site assessment type work with that final report. As demonstrated 
from the resumes found within the Phase I EAS, a variety of staff supported the 
Phase I ESA efforts, including: An Engineering Project Specialist, Associate 
Scientist, and Managing Principal Hydrogeologist. 

As for the “main engineer” of the Project, Processes Unlimited International, Inc. 
was selected by the City following a competitive Request for Proposals process to 
serve as Owners’ Engineer for the Project development. Shortly after award of 
contract, Processes Unlimited was acquired by Stantec. The “main engineer” is a 
Professional Civil Engineer, licensed by the State of California, and has more than 
30 years of experience in power engineering management. 

Please also refer to Topical Response No. 15. 
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L1133-43 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response Nos. 1, 5 and 7.  

L1133-44 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 8 which describes the historic actual emissions from the plant, the 
way in which historic emissions are calculated for SCAQMD permitting (which was 
also used for CEQA), future maximum potential emissions, and future expected 
emissions. The discussion in Topical Response No. 8 explains why the City chose to 
use the SCAQMD permitting data for the sake of consistency with CEQA, even 
though the SCAQMD process overstates the increase in emissions that would be 
attributed to the Project. The overstatement is used by SCAQMD to ensure that 
emission offsets significantly exceed the true increase in emissions. 

Topical Response No. 8 also reiterates that, for CEQA purposes, changes in mass 
emissions are used as a very basic tool to determine the significance of a 
project’s potential air quality impact. The more refined method of determining 
significance is to conduct an air quality impact analysis that is also conducted in 
the SCAQMD permitting process. The analysis conducted in support of the Draft 
EIR demonstrates that regardless of the change in mass emissions, the Project 
does not pose a significant impact to local or regional air quality.   

Topical Response No. 8 also compares the potential health risks attributed with 
the Project with health risks attributed to the existing facility and demonstrates 
that, regardless of mass emission changes attributed to the Project, health risks 
attributed to the Project are lower than the risks attributed to the existing facility. 

L1133-45 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Topical Response No. 9 
explains why GHG emissions are treated differently from criteria pollutant 
emissions. Those differences are due to the way in which each pollutant is 
regulated. Criteria pollutants are regulated by SCAQMD so the baseline, future 
potential and net difference in emissions were calculated in accordance with 
SCAQMD regulations and permitting policy. The SCAQMD methods are intended 
to overstate emission increases to ensure that all analyses are based upon the 
most conservative assumptions applicable to the Project and also to ensure that 
emissions offsets are in excess of actual emissions increases.   

The netting of landfill GHGs from the baseline was intended to avoid double 
counting of baseline emissions because landfill gas combustion at Grayson will 
cease regardless of the Project determination. The discontinued combustion of 
landfill gas will occur prior to initiating the Project.   
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Topical Response No. 9 further discusses the role of the California Cap-and-Trade 
program in reducing overall emissions in the state, and the fact that GHGs do not 
have local impacts, but rather have global impacts. Topical Response No. 9 also 
clarifies that GHG emissions offsets are suitable, legitimate and legal mechanisms 
to manage GHG emissions. 

L1133-46 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. L1133-45 and Topical Response Nos. 9 and 11. Both the Biogas 
Renewable Generation Project and the Grayson Repowering Project are subject 
to SCAQMD permitting policies and regulations. The Draft EIR for the Project 
demonstrates that air quality impacts are below a level of significance as defined 
by SCAQMD. Furthermore, SCAQMD has accepted permit applications for both 
projects, has deemed them to be complete and accurate, and also has 
determined that each individual project will qualify for permits.   

• Each project was subjected to SCAQMD New Source Review provisions to 
demonstrate that for nonattainment criteria pollutants, there is no net 
increase in emissions after offsets are applied, regardless of the net 
emissions increase attributed to the projects. 

• Each project was subjected to ambient air quality analyses to 
demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on local and regional 
air quality. 

• Each project was analyzed to ensure that best available control 
technology is applied (Grayson currently has no emissions control systems 
in place on the equipment to be removed as part of the Project). 

• Finally, each project was evaluated to ensure that any possible increase 
in health risk is below SCAQMD allowable standards. The same SCAQMD 
engineering team that is reviewing the Grayson Repowering Project is also 
reviewing the Biogas Renewable Generation Project and is fully aware of 
both projects. 

L1133-47 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 1133-44 and Topical Response No. 8 Mass emission increases are 
used as a screening level tool to determine the significance of air quality impacts. 
SCAQMD recognizes that a more refined method of determining significance is to 
conduct an air quality impact analysis in which the effect of mass emissions on 
local and regional air quality is assessed. The Draft EIR includes the results of the 
refined air quality impact analysis and demonstrates that the Project does not 
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present air quality impacts that exceed SCAQMD’s defined thresholds for 
determining significance. 

L1133-48 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. L1133-44 and Topical Response No. 8. 

L1133-49 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Topical Response No. 8 
clarifies that the SCAQMD emission offset program is only one of several key 
components of New Source Review. It also clarifies that the purpose of offsetting 
is to ensure a practical way to comply with local, state and federal prohibitions 
on regional increases in emissions. The offset program is the only practical way to 
comply with these regulations that require emission reductions occur prior to 
initiation of a project. The City cannot obtain a permit on the promise to facilitate 
emission reductions after the Project is constructed, but must instead utilize 
emission reductions that were achieved prior to Project commencement.   

More importantly, Topical Response No. 8, explains that compliance with the 
offset program does not relieve the City from complying with any other New 
Source Review requirement including the demonstration that the Project will not 
cause or significantly add to a violation of state or federal air quality standards or 
cause unacceptable health risks. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8. 

L1133-50 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  Topical Response No. 9 
explains that the California Cap-and-Trade program ensures that GHG emissions 
are indeed reduced from 1990 levels on a programmatic basis and that offsetting 
is a tested method of demonstrating compliance with CEQA requirements. 
Topical Response No. 9 also reiterates that potential GHG emissions are amplified 
for some of the same reasons that potential criteria pollutant emissions are 
overstated in the Draft EIR.  Based upon estimated typical operating scenarios, 
potential annual GHG emissions (CO2e) are more likely to be approximately 
220,000 MT. The treatment of GHG from landfill gas combustion is treated 
consistently regardless of the project site.  In both cases, GHG from landfill gas is 
excluded from offset obligations because the combustion of landfill gas is an 
environmentally superior method of destroying methane emissions. 

The presumption that SCAQMD cannot issue permits for a new power plant in 
Glendale is incorrect. SCAQMD permitting decisions are defined in the same 
regulations that bind facility operators and protect the community. The Project’s 
technology and operations qualify for permitting by SCAQMD under all 
applicable local, state and federal regulations. SCAQMD would be bound under 
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its own regulations to issue permits for the Project whether it is a repower project 
at Grayson or a new facility at a greenfield site, as long as permitting standards 
are met. SCAQMD has issued permits for many similar projects at both existing 
and new facilities. Natural gas-fired gas turbine projects have consistently been 
shown to pose less than significant impacts throughout California, including air 
districts such as SCAQMD with stringent regulatory programs.   

The commenter has asserted that if Grayson is shut down, there would be offsets 
available for the City to sell. This is not the case because of the way in which 
SCAQMD administers New Source Review. SCAQMD considers Grayson’s past 
operations to be essential public service operations  As such, Grayson is not 
allowed to generate and sell emission reduction credits should GWP close the 
facility. In the permitting of this Project, GWP has agreed that there would be no 
generation of emission reduction credits. Please refer to Topical Response No. 9. 

L1133-51 The comment quotes from page 4 of the City’s October 20, 2017 on-line article 
under City Affairs entitled “The Clean Air of Facts”.  The commenter asserts the 
City does not know what it will find below the plant and how long it will take or 
what the cost will be to clean it up. In addition, the commenter mistakenly made 
the assumption that all the waste from the demolition will go to Scholl Canyon 
Landfill. The City disagrees.  The City has performed both a Phase I and Phase II 
Environmental Assessment of the site as well as a lead and asbestos survey, which 
are included at Appendices E1, E2, and G-1 of the Draft EIR. Hazardous waste will 
be handled in accordance with all applicable LORS dealing with the removal 
and disposal of such hazardous waste. Asbestos abatement and demolition of 
material with lead-based coatings such as paint will follow strict Division of 
Occupational Safety and Health standards.  Hazardous material would not be 
disposed of at the Scholl Canyon Landfill, which only accepts non-hazardous 
waste (Class III landfill). All hazardous waste would be disposed at either a 
licensed hazardous material handler or at a Class I landfill. 

Regarding environmental justice, please refer to Topical Response No. 12. 

L1133-52 This comment provides a link to commenter’s website and social media. No 
response is required. 

L1133-53 This is a general statement about the commenter’s opinion of (or preference 
about) the Project. The comment does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the Final EIR and compliance with CEQA. The 
commenter’s statement is included in the Final EIR for the decision-maker’s 
consideration as part of the City’s deliberations on the Project. Please refer to 
Topical Response Nos. 6 and 15. 




